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Staff Recommendation: Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act and as discussed in the
findings below, the staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been filed. Staff recommends a NO
vote on the following motion and resolution:

Motion. | move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-2-SON-11-037
raises NO substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal
Program with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant
to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act.

Following the staff recommendation by voting NO will result in a de novo hearing on the
application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage of this motion, via a
YES vote, will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become final
and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the
Commissioners present.

Resolution. The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-2-SON-11-037
presents a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the
Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act.

FINDINGS

Validity of Appeal. On September 27, 2011, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors approved
a coastal development permit (PLP09-0057) to construct a new approximately 100-foot-deep
municipal water well, transmission piping, and an 80-square-foot chlorination facility. Pursuant
to Coastal Act Section 30603, this approved development is appealable because it is located
between the first public road and the sea, portions of the approved development are located
within 100 feet of a wetland, and the approved development is not designated as the principally
permitted use in the Rural Residential zoning district of the certified LCP.

The Commission received the County’s notice of final local action on October 3, 2011. (See
Exhibit No. 2) Pursuant to 14 CCR 13110, the appeal period commenced on October 4, 2011,
the next working day following the receipt of the County’s notice of final local action on October
3, 2011, and ran for 10 working days, from October 4, 2011 to October 17, 2011.

One valid appeal of the local government action was filed by Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens
(see Exhibit No. 1). The appeal was received by the Commission on July 27, 2011 and was
deemed filed in a timely manner on the first day of the appeal period, October 4, 2011. (The
appellants likely filed their appeal after the Board of Supervisors took action at a July 12, 2011
Board hearing but prior to the Commission’s receipt of the County’s Notice of Final Local
Action because it was necessary for the County to re-notice and reopen their July 12, 2011
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hearing on September 27, 2011 due to the failure of the County to publish notice of the July 12,
2011 hearing.)

The appeal received by the Commission on July 27, 2011 and deemed filed on the first day of the
appeal period indicated that it would be supplemented with additional information relevant to the
same contentions it had raised. The appellants filed a Supplement to their appeal on October 17,
2011, the last day of the appeal period. This supplemental document does not raise new
contentions, instead readdressing the same LCP inconsistency issues that had been raised in their
initial appeal document.

Consistency of Approved Development. The well approved by the County would be located at
1681 Bay Flat Road and the chlorination structure would be located at 1707 Bay Flat Road in the
community of Bodega Bay. The purpose of the well would be to allow BBPUD to be in
compliance with the safe drinking water standards that require water supply to be able to match
peak demands without reliance on storage, as required by the California Department of Public
Health. Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations requires the water to be disinfected, so
the chlorination facility is proposed. A new six-inch pipe would be installed along the driveway
that serves the proposed well and would connect to the existing BBPUD water main at Bay Flat
Road. An additional pipe would be installed from the well to the chlorination structure (Exhibit
No. 3).

The approved development is located in a residential neighborhood, zoned Rural Residential
(RR), and Geologic Hazard (G). Bodega Bay is located approximately 600 feet to the south of
the project sites. There are wetlands, including the Rail Pond wetlands, located within 100 feet of
the approved pipeline. The approved chlorination facility would be located approximately 200
feet from the Rail Pond wetlands and the approved well would be located approximately 300 feet
from such wetlands.

The Commission received an appeal from Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens, which contends that
the approved project is inconsistent with the certified LCP policies regarding environmentally
sensitive habitat areas or “sanctuary preservation areas,” and wetlands. Specifically the
Appellant claims that nearby wetlands would be adversely impacted by the installation and
operation of the well and chlorination facility. As this is a shallow well, the removal of water
from the site at a projected rate of 152 gpm at 18 hour intervals could have a significant effect on
the freshwater supply needed to sustain the wetlands and the nearby Rail Pond. In addition, the
Appellant claims that an accidental spill from chlorination materials could impact the marsh and
sensitive species such as the federally listed California Red Legged Frog. The Appeal also
contains attached letters and enclosures, which elaborate on the sensitive habitat claims (Exhibit
No. 1).

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless it determines
that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed."

! The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial issue
determinations: the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and scope of
the development as approved or denied by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources affected by
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Commission staff has analyzed the County’s Final Local Action Notice for the development,
including the County’s findings and the conditions of approval it adopted (Exhibit No. 2), the
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit No. 7), the appellant’s claims (Exhibit No.
1), and the relevant requirements of the LCP (Exhibit Nos. 4, 5, and 6). The appeal raises a
substantial issue with respect to the LCP as follows.

According to County approval documents, the proposed well, piping, and chlorination facilities
would be located adjacent to a designated “sanctuary preservation area.” The Local Coastal Plan
covering Sonoma County states that: “Sanctuary Preservation areas are the most
environmentally sensitive areas along the coast. They correspond to “Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas™ as defined in the 1976 Coastal Act Sections 30107.5 and 30240. No
development other than nature trails and resource dependent uses shall be allowed within such
areas. There shall be no significant disruption of habitat values.” (pg. 20) The Sanctuary
Preservation area, the North Rail Pond, is designated on LCP Environmental Map #9. There are
also other wetlands located approximately 45-feet east of BBPUDs existing water main located
on Bay Flat Road.

Page 111-4 of the LCP states that there shall be no disruption of the habitat values of Sanctuary
Preservation Areas. Section 26C-92(h) of the certified Coastal Zoning Ordinance, contains
environmental requirements that state that all the recommendations contained in the Coastal Plan
(LCP) shall be applied to projects affecting Sanctuary Preservation areas. LCP Environmental
Resource Management policy 18 and the Implementing Zoning District Environmental and
Hazard Requirements (Attachment G of the Administrative Manual) #18 states that all projects
must maintain or enhance the functional capacity of wetlands. In addition, Environmental
Resource Policy 25 prohibits construction within 100-feet of wetlands, and policy 26 prohibits
construction between 100 — 300 feet away unless an environmental assessment finds that the
wetland would not be impacted.

Based on groundwater studies provided by the applicant, the County concluded that the well
would not likely impact sensitive freshwater species and that the baseline conditions would not
likely change as a result of the project. In Special Condition #8 of the CDP approval, the County
required an annual well monitoring program to ensure that the functional capacity of the northern
rail pond is maintained. The condition requires that if monitoring indicates an increase in the
root zone porewater salinity levels of the northern rail pond at or above 5 parts per thousand or
above the salinity level established by the baseline data, a biological review shall be conducted.
If the biological review shows impacts, the District must reduce or suspend pumping.

The Appellants have submitted information and letters from scientists, however, that contest
these findings and that bring up issues that the County did not address in its approval. For
example, Peter Baye, Ph.D., in a letter dated September 23, 2011, brings up the issue of acute,
short-term salinity intrusion. He states that the monitoring required by Special Condition 8 would
not have any mitigating effect on the impact of acute, short-term salinity intrusion on long-lived
riparian woodland and fresh-brackish perennial marsh vegetation. Salt-sensitive mature

the decision; the precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its LCP; and,
whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.
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perennial and woody riparian (willow-waxmyrtle) vegetation takes many years to develop, but
can be killed in a matter of days or weeks by brief and rapid subsurface salinity pulses affecting
their root zones during the summer growing season. He states that the County’s required
monitoring program and any subsequently triggered reduction in pumping that would be required
if salinity levels are increased does nothing to correct damage that would already have occurred
to this vegetation before or during detection by the proposed monitoring methods. The
appellant’s claim that there is no mitigation measure proposed to prevent or minimize the salinity
intrusion impact before damage is done raises a substantial issue of conformance of the approved
development with LCP Environmental Resource Policy 18 and Page 111-4 because the County
approval does not ensure that disruption of the habitat will not occur as a result of the project
(see exhibit no. 1 for full text of the letter).

Similarly, Baye’s letter raises the issues of the projects potential impacts to Special Status
Species, such as the California Red Legged Frog (CRLF), and the County did not address these
issues in its approval findings. He states that the project area is located less than 1 mile from one
known breeding habitat (seasonal to perennial freshwater ponds on the landward edge of Bodega
Dunes) and riparian and stream pool habitat of Johnson Gulch. The riparian and freshwater
marsh vegetation near the project site (including Typha sp. and Juncus effuses, J. arcticus, Salix
spp.) indicates the presence of foraging habitat and moisture refuges mid-way in a potential
dispersal corridor between known breeding habitats, within upland dispersal distances known for
this species. Potential indirect project impacts to this species may include reduction in the
seasonal duration of near-surface soil saturation in spring, and summer soil moisture (wetland
conditions, hydration and moisture refuge habitat), and direct impacts to potential foraging or
dispersal habitat. Baye also states that other special-status species could be present and
potentially impacted, such as Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), Point Reyes bird’s-
beak (Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre; syn. Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. palustris), and
these impacts were not addressed by the County’s approval findings and were not fully analyzed
by the applicant’s biological assessment (WRA Biological Resources Assessment, March 2010).
The County’s Mitigated Negative Declaration quotes the WRA study and states that all of the
wildlife found in the project area vicinity were commonly found species such as California Quail
and Mule Deer, which are not protected under State and Federal Law; and that the study
indicated no special status plant or wildlife species were observed, and no critical habitat is
present. The only species identified by the Applicant’s biologists and the County as having a
moderate potential to occur onsite are bird species rufous hummingbird and monarch butterfly;
and other nesting birds.

In addition, the pipeline would be located within 100-feet of wetlands near the connection point
at Bay Flat Road, raising a substantial issue of conformance with LCP environmental resources
policy 26. The County’s findings of approval state that the Project’s underground transmission
piping connecting the Project’s well to the District’s existing water main in Bay Flat Road,
would be located within 100-feet of wetlands near the connection point at Bay Flat Road. They
note that the LCP provides an exception to the wetlands setback requirement for development
that is located within an existing road when the topography is such that it is highly unlikely that
the development could affect wetlands. The referenced LCP exception is contained in
Attachment “M” of the certified LCP Administrative Manual (Exhibit No. 6). This attachment
contains several criteria for establishing buffer areas, and states that the buffer shall be a
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minimum of 100-feet unless it can be demonstrated that 100-feet is not necessary to protect the
resources of the habitat area. Standards for determining the appropriate buffer width include: (1)
Biological significance of adjacent lands, (2) sensitivity of species to disturbance, (3)
susceptibility of the parcel to erosion, (4) use of natural topographic features, (5) use of existing
cultural features, (6) lot configuration and location of existing development, and (7) type and
scale of the development proposed.

The County concludes that the reduced buffer width falls under the #5 criteria, use of natural
topographic features, which states: ““Cultural features (e.g. roads and dikes) should be used,
where feasible, to buffer habitat areas. Where feasible, development should be located on the
side of roads, dikes, irrigation canals, flood control channels, etc., away from the
environmentally sensitive habitat area.” The County concludes that because the pipeline would
go under the road, it meets the #5 criteria. The County also states that natural topographic
features would buffer the pipeline. However it is unclear what is meant by this statement
because there is no hill or topographic feature between the road and the marsh.

Moreover, the County did not analyze the other required criteria (#1 — 3 and #6 — 7) in its
findings. The Mitigated Negative Declaration does contain an “Attachment M” analysis for a
potential wetland located north of the proposed well. Although this analysis appears to have
been done to address neighbor concerns about a wetland that was later deemed not to be a
wetland by WRA, the County did not undertake this analysis for the pipeline that would be
located within 100-feet of an established wetland, and instead concluded, without supporting
analysis in its findings, that “Installation of a pipeline near the existing water main at Bay Flat
Road would be within 100-feet of potential wetland feature as defined by the LCP however the
proposed project meets criteria contained in Attachments “J”” and “M”” of the LCP.

Regarding Attachment J, Attachment “J” allows the Director to waive the 100-foot wetland
setback requirement in rural communities and urban service areas if (a) other development lots or
roads exist between the proposed development and the wetland; and (b) topography is such that
it is highly unlikely that development could affect the wetland. The County approval also does
not make specific findings on these criteria. In this case, it appears the pipe would be located
under the road, not next to the road and therefore the road would not act as a buffer between the
development and the wetland. Also, as described above, it is unclear how the topography could
act as a buffer between the development and the wetland.

Therefore, the County had a low degree of factual and legal support for its decision to reduce the
required buffer width, raising a substantial issue of conformance with Environmental Resource
Policy 26, and certified Administrative Manual Attachments J and M.

Due to the low degree of legal and factual support for certain aspects of the County’s decision,
and the significance of the coastal resources potentially affected by this decision, a substantial
issue is raised. For all of the above-identified reasons, the Commission therefore finds that a
substantial issue of conformance with the LCP requirements for Sanctuary Preservation Areas
(Page 111-4), environmental resources policy 18, and Attachments J and M.



A-2-SON-11-037 (Bodega Bay Public Utilities District)
Page 7 of 7

In conclusion, for the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-2-
SON-11-037 presents a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the certified Local
Coastal Program.

INFORMATION NEEDED FOR DE NOVO REVIEW OF APPLICATION

As stated above, Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on
which an appeal has been filed. Section 30621 of the Coastal Act instructs the Commission to
provide for a de novo hearing on all appeals where it has determined that a substantial issue
exists with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed. If the Commission finds
substantial issue as recommended above, staff also recommends that the Commission continue
the de novo portion of the appeal hearing to a subsequent date. The de novo portion of the appeal
hearing must be continued because the Commission does not have sufficient information to
determine how development can be approved consistent with the certified LCP.

Given that the project the Commission will be considering de novo has come to the Commission
after an appeal of a local government action, the Commission has not previously been in the
position to request information from the applicant needed to determine if the project can be
found to be consistent with the certified LCP. The Commission staff will notify the applicant of
the information needed by the Commission to evaluate the consistency of the proposed
development with the certified LCP prior to the hearing on the de novo portion of the appeal.

Exhibits
1. Appeal
2. Notice of Final Local Action
3. Project Plans
4. Certified LUP policies
5. Certified Zoning provisions
6. Certified Administrative Manual policies
7. Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration
8. Applicant’s Biological Resources Assessment
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COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL

DATE: October 4, 2011

TO: Dave Hardy, Supervising Planner
County of Sonoma, Permit and Resource Management Depariment -- Planning
Division
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 @Q
.

FROM: Ruby Pap, District Supervisor
RE: Commission Appeal No. A-2-SON-11-037

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been
appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections
30603 and 30625. Therefore, the decision has been stayed pending Commission action on
the appeal pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30623.

Local Permit #: PLP09-0057

Applicant(s): Bodega Bay Public Utilities District, Attn: Janet Mantua

Description: To construct of 2 new approximately 100-foot deep municipal water
well, transmissicn piping, and 80 square foot chlorination facility

Location; 1677, 1681, 1685, 1705, 1707 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay {(Sonoma
County) (APN(s) 100-060-12, 100-060-04, 100-060-10, 100-060-15,
100-060-16)

Local Decision:  Approved
Appellant(s): Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens
Date Appeal Filed: 10/4/2011

The Commission appeal number assigned to this appeal is A-2-SON-11-037. The Commission
hearing date has not yet been established for this appeal. Within 5 working days of receipt of
this Commission Notification of Appeal, copies of all relevant documents and materials used in
the County of Sonoma's consideration of this coasta! development permit must be delivered to
the North Central Coast District office of the Coastal Commission {California Administrative
Code Section 13112). Please include copies of plans, relevant photographs, staff reports and
refated documents, findings (if not already forwarded), all correspondence, and a list, with
addresses, of all who provided verbal testimony.

A Commission staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you prior to the
hearing. If you have any questions, please contact Ruby Pap at the North Central Coast
District office.

c¢: Bodega Bay Public Utilities District, Attn: Janet Mantua

Exhibit 1
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)

. Appeals
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appellant(s)

Name:  Bodepa Bay Concerned Citizens
Matling Address: PO, Box 815

City:  Bodega Bay, CA ZipCode: 94923 Phoue:  707-875-2297

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:
County of Sonoma
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

Installation of a new water well, chlorination structure and required trenching located in a Sanctuary Preservation
area, Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) and CCC protected area adjacent to Bay Flat Road within the
Coastal Zone, Bodega Bay. The project is adjacent to the historic Rail Ponds located between Westshore Rd. and
Bay Flat Read, an area of great importance as a bird migration route, with significant wetlands throughout the site.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

Location of the actual well site is situated at 1681 Bay Flat Road. Other properties affected by this project are at
1707 Bay Flat Roud, 1677 Bay Flat Road and 1705 Bay Flat Road.

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

0  Approval; no special conditions

I Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works projeet. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealabie.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
P y | P -
appiaLNo:. A= S0n = [ 05 1
DATE FILED: ol K\

DISTRICT: NG{‘H\ (Q,m\ (ﬁ)(ﬁtﬁ\/
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

1 Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
&  City Council/Board of Supervisors
[0  Planning Commission
L] Other
, TENATIVE AQPrPROVAL T— /e =R/
6. Date of local government's decision: EInsy i APPROVAL T -R3 -2/

7. Local govemment’s file number (if any): ~ PLP09-0057

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Bodega Bay Public Utilities District
P. 0. Box 70
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

(1) Margaret C. Briare
P. O. Box 998
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

(2) Rose M. Zoia
50 Old Courthouse Square, Suite 401
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

(3) Peter R. Baye, Ph.D.
P. C. Box 65
Annapolis, CA 95412

{4) Greg Kamman
Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc.
7 Mt. Lassen Drive, Suite B-250
San Rafael, CA 94903

Exhibit 1
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION 1V. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

*  Appeals of local governmenl coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act, Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

*  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and reguirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. {Use additional paper as necessary.)

®*  This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal s allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the stafY and‘or Commission to support the appeal request.

There has been failure to adequately assess the environmental impacts of this project on the part of the
applicant, Bodega Bay Public Utilities District, and the County of Sonoma. The original Mitigated
Negative Declaration was prepared by the applicant in June, 2008, and an application for a Coastal
Permit was also received by the County of Sonoma at that time.

The original MND and permit application did not contain sufficient information with regard to the
environmental aspects of the project and the possible impacts this project would have on the area,
leading to a rejection by the County of Sonoma. Now, three years later, the project has again been
presented to the County of Sonoma and a Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for
the Board of Supervisors by the Permit & Resource Management Department of Sonoma County. The
project was tentatively approved by straw vote (3-1-1) on July 12, 2011, with finai approval being
sought on August 23, 2011 despite the preponderence of evidence against the project.

The Local Coastal Plan covering Sonoma County lists this area as a Sanctuary Preservation Area:
"Sanctuary Preservation areas are the most environmentally sensitive areas along the coast. They
correspond to "Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas" as defined in the 1976 Coastal Act Sections
30107.5 and 30240. No development other than nature trails and resource dependent uses shall be
allowed within such arcas. There shall be no sigmficant disruption of habitat values." (pg. 20)

In addition, the applicants and their agents have consistently denied the presence of important wetlands
cvident in the area, wetlands that will be severely impacted by the installation of this well. As this is
proposed to be a shallow well (only 75 to 100 ft. deep), the removal of water from this site at the
projected rate of 152 gpm at 18 hr. intervals will have a significant etfect on the freshwater supply
needed 1o sustain the area and the threatened wetlands and Rail Ponds.

We are enclosing technical reports prepared for us by experts in the field which were presented at the
hearing before the Board of Supervisors. They include: Dr. Peter R. Baye, Botanist and Coastal
Ecologist, Greg Kamman ot Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. and Richard Grassetii of Grassetti
Environmental Consulting regarding his review of CEQA documents for the project. These documents
speak to the necessity of preserving this area...one of the few remaining areas of its kind along the
Sonoma Coast as it is a designated Globally Important Bird Sanctuary.

We are preparing to submit much more information to you in the coming weeks. Time does not allow
for complete submittal at this time. Additional information is being compiled and will be sent to you at
the earliest convenience, along with addttional photographs of the arca.

Exhibit 1
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION Y. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

WC".M

Signatufedf Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date: July 25,2011

Note: Ifsigned by agent, appellani(s) must also sign below.

Section VL Azent Authorization

[/'We hereby Margaret C. Briare

authorize éﬁ#‘w [j@«% &)LM %W

to act as my/our representative ae'to bind néé/us in all matters concerning lh‘fs/z\ppea[.

PHtt s 2O é;w/

Sigﬁa{ure of Appellant(s)

Date; July 25, 201!

Exhibit 1
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Enclosures:

I.

2.

Review of Biological Resources, Impacts and Mitigation dated June 12, 2011 by Dr. Peter R. Baye.

Memorandum prepared by Greg Kamman of Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. dated
March 1.2011 (Initial review).

Review of CEQA Documents for Bay Flat Road Well Installation Project prepared by Richard
Grassetti of Grassetti Environmental Consulting on March 8, 2011,

Photographs of the area P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, and P7.
Note: A power point presentation is being prepared to be sent with later documentation.

Exhibit 1
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BODEGA BAY CONCERNED CITIZENS -
RECEIVED
P. 0. Box 815 JuL 27 2060
Bodega Bay, CA 94923 CALFQANIA

COoASTAL COMMIZIION

July 25, 2011

Charles Lester, Senior Deputy Director
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
North Central Coast District Office

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Mr. Lester,

We are hereby forwarding and our Appeal From Coastal Permit
Decision of Local Government with regard to approval of the installation
of a new well, chlorination structure and required trenching and pipe
installation within a Sanctuary Preservation Area.

Applicant: Bodega Bay Public Utilities District
Address of Project: 1681 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay, Ca.
County of Sonoma File No. PLP09-0057

This proposed project and its approval by the County of Sonoma is not
in accordance with the provisions and policies of the LCP for this area
and goes against the standards of the Coastal Act and CEQA. In addition,
necessary permits from other agencies (U. S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Department of Fish & Game, Regional Water Quality Control Board, etc.)
have not yet been applied for. Despite all the evidence gathered in
opposition to this project, the County of Sonoma is allowing the
applicant to move forward with the project and are prepared to issue a
Coastal Permit and Use Permit.
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Page 2 - Letter to Charles Lester, California Coastal Commission
July 25, 2011

We are submitting this appeal at this time due to the urgency of the
situation. The applicant has chosen to apply condemnation proceedings
against the affected property owners for the necessary easements and
access/egress needed for the project. One of these owners, Linda
Kepner, has recently contacted you as to the disposition of her property;
a portion of which the California Coastal Commission holds jurisdiction
over for the protection of that area. {See report from Kamman
Hydrology & Engineering enclosed with this appeal]. The applicant is
planning to install a chlorination shed adjoining her property which will
contain hazardous materials for the purification of the well water and
they will need her property for access and delivery of these materials to
the site. Important wetlands have been identified approximately 50 ft.
from this installation and at the entrance downhill from the site of the
shed. [See report by Dr. Peter R. Baye enclosed with this appeal.] In
addition, the applicant is seeking waivers from the required buffer
ZOnes. ‘

Should you require more information immediately, we can be contacted
at our address shown on the above or by phone at 707-875-2297 and
are available onlineat - IO 1.
Thank you for your consideration. Additional information is
forthcoming and we look forward to hearing from you in the very near
future.

Sincerely,

o Q. Gpeare
Margaret Briare, Representative

BODEGA BAY CONCERNED CITIZENS

CC: Peter Douglas, Executive Director
Ruby Pap, District Supervisor
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Efren Carrillo, Chair. and Supervisors June 12, 2011
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

575 Administration Drive, Room 100 A

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Cynthia Demidovich

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
22550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Via email

SUBJECT: Bay Flat Well Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration dated June 3,
2011; Bodega Bay Public Utilities District Bay Flat Road Well Project: review of
biological resources, impacts and mitigation

To the Board of Supervisors, Sonoma County:

Please consider my comments on the proposed mitigated negative declaration for the Bay
Flat Well Project in Bodega Bay. The focus of my comments are on direct, indirect, and
cumulative tmpacts to wetlands ecology, wetland-dependent wildlife, and special-status
species, with emphasis on significant environmental resources that were omitted in the
PRMD and BBPUD Mitipated Negative Declarations, or erroneous conclusions about
stgnificant impacts and mitigations.

In January to March 2011, 1 prepared a detailed technical memorandum on the original
2008 Mitigated Negative Declaration (prepared by the project proponent, BBPUD) and
all subsequent supplemental environmental documents through 2010, for Bodega Bay
Concerned Citizens, represented by Rose Zoia, based on multiple field investigations and
review of all technical documents available on the project through 2010, The full text of
that technical memorandum is presented as an attachment below. and the relevant main
findings and concfusions relevant to the current PRMD subsequent mitigated negative
declaration (MND) are summarized briefly below in the body of this letter, I have
thoroughly reviewed the PRMD subsequent mitigated negative declaration to ensure that

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Boranist June 12, 2011
baye@earthlink.ner 1
(415) 310-5109
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my comments on the deficiencies of the original MND and supplemental environmental
analyses still apply.

My qualifications to provide expert comments on environmental impact assessments of
coastal wetlands and special-status species include the following:

¢ Ph.D (ecology, botany), Department of Plant Sciences, University of Western
Ontario, Canada (1990)

¢ 32 years professional experience in applied coastal ecology, with emphasis on
central and northern California coast since 1991;

¢ senior biologist and principal author of administrative draft endangered species
recovery plan for tidal marsh ecosystems of Central and Northern California, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service;

¢ senior environmental scientist, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory
Branch, San Francisco District (1991-1997)

My principal findings relevant to the current MND are summarized as follows:

1. California red-legged frogs (Aana draytonii, federally listed threatened species; CRLF)
occupy and apparently breed in the freshwater marsh of the Roppolo well field
approximately 0.6 mifes SW of the project site. 1 confirmed this in January-March 2011

by direct observations. No CRLF surveys were included in the MND and supporting .
documents, which errongeously dismissed the possibifity of occurrence by néeglecting
inspection of obvious freshwater wetlands in the profect vicinity. Suitable dispersal
corridors tfor CRLF exist connecting the Roppolo well field freshwater marsh to a small
freshwater marsh with suitable potential breeding and foraging freshwater marsh habitat
that occurs directly below the proposed chlorination shed location, on the north side of
Bay Flat Road, adjacent to a private residence. This freshwater marsh and suitable CRLF
habitat was not identified in any of the previous environmental documents. It is distinct
from the Rail Ponds fringing freshwater marsh, willow-waxmyrtle swamp, and brackish
marsh gradient. The neglect of this tule-cattail marsh and open water habitat in previous
assessments is striking and significant. A chlorine spill during a rainfall event could
contaminate this marsh and cause significant impacts to wetlands, wildlife, and
threatened CRLF. The MND does not address the potentially significant impact of
groundwater drawdown during critical drought years on the integrity of this CRLF habitat
or potential mortality of tadpoles. The MND contains no mitigation specific to this
wetland.

2. Increased well pumping during critical drought years may cause significant diecback of
salt-sensitive freshwater marsh vegetation and habitat along the north side of the Rail
Ponds, and potentially irreversible dieback of willow-waxmyrtle swamp maintained by
shallow freshwater groundwater seepage that prevents salinity intrusion from tidal water

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
baye@earthlink.net 2
(415) 310-5109
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infiltration. There is clear evidence that near-surface freshwater seepage from shallow
groundwater on the north side of the rail ponds maintains a pronounced freshwater-
brackish marsh gradient on the north (landward) side of the rail ponds. This fresh-
brackish wetland gradient is associated with yellow rail and black rail habitat. The fresh-
to-brackish marsh vegetation is rooted in the upper 20 to 30 cm of soil, and is supported
by freshwater seepage in this shallow surface zone. The porewater salinity of this rooting
zone, n1ot the open tidal water salinity of the rail ponds, is what matters to the integrity of
the marsh habitat. The seaward side of the rail ponds, with no significant freshwater
seepage influence, is eftectively salt marsh dominated by tidal water column salinity
infiltrating soil porewater in the marsh root zone. There is clear evidence that past
drought cycles have resulted in dieback of salt-sensitive tule marsh, and tule and bulrush
have re-expanded in wet years. This narrow fringing marsh is apparently very sensitive to
fluctuation in near-surface freshwater seepage gradients. The previous analyses both
2008 and current MNDs failed to analyze impacts of groundwater pumping specifically
on porewater salinity in this shallow rooting zone, and made completely erroneous
conclusions about the lack of potential significant impacts by focusing on open water
column salinity in the pond itself. Marsh vegetation is not rooted in the water column,
and is only indirectly influenced by tidal water. Previous analyses failed to identify
ccologically accurate and meaningful sensitive receptors and processes that control
salinity impacts in these wetlands, and presented unreliable and likely incorrect
conclusions for CEQA.

In conclusion, the subsequent MND by PRMD repeats the principal fallacies and

omissions of the previous MND, and may result in potentially significant impacts in the
absence of adequate analysis and mitigation.

Respectfully submitted,

Peter Baye

[ bayewearthlink nct [

cc: Rose Zoia
Richard Grassetti, GECONS
Greg Kamman, KHE Inc.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
haye@earthlink.net 3
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ATTACHMENT
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM — BODEGA BAY FLAT WELL WETLAND IMPACT
ASSESSSMENT - PETER R. BAYE, 2011

I reviewed the following documents in defail:
Sonoma County PRMD

Bodega Bay Public Utility District. 2008. Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration. PPBUD, Bodega Bay, CA, June 19, 2008. | p. {(contact: Ron Huls)

Bodega Bay Public Utility District. 2008. Mitigated Negative Declaration — Bay Flat
Road Well. June 19, 2008. 49 pp. & 9 pp. mitigation and monitoring plan, BBPUD
Bodega Bay, CA (contact: Ron Huls)

Brelje & Race, Consulting Engineers. 2010. Memorandum — Bodega Bay Public Utility
District Bay Flat Road Well Project, B&R File No. 1817.06, Audust 18, 2010,

RGH Consultants, 2009. Letter report, Geotechnical consultation regarding seismic
design considerations for proposed chlorination shed, Bay Flat Road Project at 1665 Bay
Flat Road, Bodega Bay. Project No. 1148.26.06.1, October 22, 2009 (received Sonoma
Co. PRMD April 7, 2010).

Sonoma County Permits and Resource Management Department (PRMD) 2009. Cynthia
Demidovich, Planner, letter to Bodega Bay Public Utility District, Janet Mantua, re:
PLP09-0057, 1665 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay, notification of incomplete application.
July 2, 2009.

Sonoma County Permits and Resource Management Department (PRMD) 2010, Rich
Stabler, Environmental Specialist/Biologist. Memorandum, PLP09-0057, 1665 Bay Flat
Road, Bodega Bay, Installation of water supply wells. June 7, 2010, to PRMD Project
Review Section, attn: Cynthia Demidovich.

Sonoma County Permits and Resource Management Department (PRMD) 2010. Rich
Stabier, Environmental Specialist/Biologist, email to Cynthia Demidovich, July 2, 2010
re: Bay Flat Road Rail Pond TDS Salinity Study.

Wetlands Research Associates. 2010, Biological Resources Assessment — Bodega Bay
Flat Road Well Project, Bodega Bay Sonoma County. Prepared for: Justin Witt, Brejle &
Race, Santa Rosa. March 2010.

My qualifications to provide technical peer review for environmental impact assessments of
coastal wetlands and special-status species include the following:

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodepga Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
baye@earthlink.net 4
(415) 310-5109
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e Ph.D (ecology, botany), Department of Plant Sciences, University of Western Ontario,
Canada (1990)

¢ 32 years professional experience in applied coastal ecology, with emphasis on central and
northern California coast since 1991,

e senior biologist and principal author of administrative draft endangered species recovery
plan for tidal marsh ecosystems of Central and Northern California, U.S. Fish and
Wildlite Service;

s senior environmental scientist, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch, San
Francisco District (1991-1997)

The principal findings of my technical review are summarized below, and are explained in detail
under specific subject headings for special-status species and wetlands.

1. Principal findings

1.1 Riparian habitat impacts. The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) presents
invalid, incorrect, and unsupported conclusions that “the project will not affect any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community” (“no impact™), and fails to address
potential significant indirect and cumulative tmpacts to riparian woodland and scrub
{willow-waxmyrtle swamp) bordering both sides of Bay Flat Road directly below the
project site. The MND fails to define or evaluate a reasonable project cffects {assessment)
area, and improperly confines its environmental assessment scope to “project footprint”
and direct impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. The project
is likely to cause potentially significant indirect, long-term, cumulative impacts to
riparian woodland and serub communitics, including those within a Sanctuary
Preservation Area identified in the Local Coastal Plan (Environmental Map 9, according
to PRMD (2009).

1.2. Wetland impacts. The MND presents an invalid, incorrect, and unsupported
conclusion that “the project will not impact any wetland areas™ (“no impact”™). The MND
inproperly confines its environmental assessment scope to “praject footprint” and direct
impacts to wetlands and fails to define or assess a reasonable project effects (assessment )
area. The MND fails to disclose or assess potentially significant impacts to sensitive
freshwater nontidal marshes and tidally influenced fresh-brackish marshes within the
likely project eftect area (indirect hydrologic impacts area and potential hazardous spill
area) below the project site, including those within a Sanctuary Preservation Area
identified in the Local Coastal Plan {(Environmental Map 9, according to PRMD (2009).

1.3. Fish, wildlife, and special-status species impacls. The MND presents an invalid
and unsupported conclusion that the “operation of the project would not alter existing
conditions” with respect to movement of native resident or migratory fish and wildlife
species, including cumulative impacts to biological resources. The MND fails to disclose
or assess potentially significant impacts to suitable habitat for multiple special-status
wildlife, plant, and fish species within the project effects area, as well as the presence of
special-status species within habitats corridors (within dispersal of the project site from
confirmed populations) that overlap with the project site itself. Special-status species that

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
haye@earthlink.neg 5
(415) 310-5109
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may occur within contemporary geographic range and suitable habitat observed within
the proper project biotogical assessment area (effects area) include state and/or federally
state-listed protected species such as California red-legged frog, tidewater goby, Myrtie’s
silverspot butterfly, northern salt marsh (Point Reyes) bird’s-beak, and species of concern
including Humboidt Bay salt marsh owl’s-clover, coastal marsh milkvetch, Marin
knotweed, Bolander’s water-hemlock, Franciscan thistle, and Sonoma alopecurus. None
of these species were assessed m the MND, the few that were addressed in the 2010
Biclogical Resources Assessment (WRA 2010) were assessed only for presence within
the project (footprint) area, and werc not evaluated within a biologically defined
assessment area.

1.4. Substrate salinity impacts to fringing wetlands of rail ponds. Potential significant
salinity intrusion impacts to tidal influenced frcshwater marsh, fresh-brackish marsh, and
willow-waxmyrtle swamp (riparian woodland/scrub) were inaccurately assessed in post-
MND analyses. The threshold for significant salinity intrusion impacts is infiliration of
seawater into marsh soil porewater within the active root zone of salt-sensitive freshwater
marsh and swamp vegetation during summer months (particularly during spring tides)
and critical drought years. This threshold was not addressed at all by analysis of average
groundwater drawdown or water column salinity of the rail pond. The reduction of
freshwater seepage outflows in the high marsh zone by 45-65 gpm during summer
ionths of critical drought years would indeed “severely reduce or eliminate” freshwater
marsh and riparian woodland along the landward (north) edge of the rail pond, as initially
assessed by PRMD (PRMD 2010).

1.5. Potential hazardous materials spills reaching wetland and special-status species
habitats. The MND incorrectly asserted that the project site and proposed storage shed
for caustic chorine (hypochlorite solution) does not occur within an Alquist-Priolo fault
zone; this was fatly contradicted by a geotechnical consultation (RGH 2009) that
confirms the site occurs directly in an Alquist-Priolo fault zone and is subject to high risk
of surface rupture, ground shaking, high liquefaction hazard with unpredictable impacts,
and foundation failure. The potential for catastrophic spillage of hy pochlorite solution
due to either seismic impacts or accidental release could directly cause significant
impacts to freshwater swamp and marsh located on the north side of Bay Flat Road below
the proposed chlorination shed iocation. These freshwater perennial wetlands include
suitable breeding and foraging habitats of federally listed (threatened) California red-
legged frogs, which are known to occupy highly similar habitats less than 0.7 miles from
the project site which are linked by seasonal wetland and upland dispersal corridors
bordering Bay Fiat Road

2. Analysis

2.1 Environmental assessment area. A systemic CEQA defect of the MND’s assessment of
ecological impacts was the arbitrary limitation of assessment to direct impacts within the project
arca (footprint), and the failure to address potentially significant indirect or cumulative impacts,
particularly those associated with foreseeable and recurrent natural processes such as critical
drought years and San Andreas carthquake fault activity, The MND did not evaluate any indirect
or cumulative biological impacts, or discuss any biological impacts beyond the project “footprint”

Peter R. Baye PhD. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
haye@earthlink.net 6
(415) 310-5109
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or site (BBPUD 2008, p. 25), despite the obvious presence of sensitive nontidal freshwater and
tidal fresh to brackish wetlands directly below the project site.

A similar systemic CEQA defect is evident in the post-MND Biological Resources Assessment
(WRA 2010), which referred repeatedly to the “Project Area™ (WRA 2010, p.4- 6) as well as the
“site” (WRA 2010, p. 1), and identified a crudely mapped *Study Arca” on a location map
(USGS quadrangle), but provided no physical or biological explanation, definition, or geographic
description of a biological assessment area. Biological assessment areas must be defined by the
geographic scope of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of a project. The biological
assessment area for this project must include at least all aquatic, wetland and riparian habitats
which may be influenced by changes in surface or subsurface flows {groundwater seepage) of
water or hazardous materials that are caused by project construction, operation, or maintenance.

2.2 Wetland and riparian habitats.

The MND failed to disclose the presence of sensitive coastal wetland and riparian habitats
directly below the project site that are hydrologically connected to the site, and it failed to classify
or describe them in terms of dominant vegetation, hydrogeomorphic type, or habitat suitability for
wildlife. The subsequent Biological Resources Assessment failed to accurately describe the
distribution and composition of wetlands in the immediate project vicinity or relate them to the
project in terms of topography and wetland hydrology.

Non-tidal perennial freshwater marsh and permanently flooded to saturated riparian scrub
(swamp) occurs on the north side of Bay Flat Road below the project site, and tidally influenced
{culvert-choked) fringing freshwater to brackish marsh and freshwater riparian scrub occur
around the “Rail Pond” on the south side of Bay Flat Road. The Rail Pond is a basin with tidally
choked flows (damped tidal range, approximately half or less of the tidal range of adjacent
Bodega Harbor), enclosed by Westshore Road, connected to Bodega Harbor by a culvert. These
wetlands are either within or closely connected to a Sanctuary Preservation Area identified in the
Local Coastal Plan (Environmental Map 9, according to PRMD (2009).

[ examined the roadside nontidal freshwater perennial marsh and riparian scrub wetland below
the project site north of Bay Flat Road on January 25, 2011, and again on March 4, 201 1. This
marsh is not shown in relation to the project site in the MND, Brelje & Race, or WRA
documents, and so cannot confirm its precise location in relation to the project boundaries as
represented in those documents. The marsh occurs at the foot of the north side of the steeply
sloped private drive leading to the proposed well and chlorination shed sites, and is bounded by
the pad fill for the residence on Bay Flat Road. A periwinkle-dominated ( [//¢a major) canyon
fies above the marsh. The marsh was shallowly flooded on both dates by at least 2-5 cm of
freshwater, measured by refractometer at 0 ppt. Dominant plant species were all obligate
freshwater wetland species indicative of perennial soil saturation or flooding, and also included
floating aquatic vegetation that is intolerant of dewatering at any timc of year, Dominant to
locally abundant plant species in the marsh were small-fruited sedge (S¢irpus microcarpus),
broadleaf cattail { Typha Jatifolia), California wie (Schoenoplectus californicus), with frequent
floating mats of duckweed (L&mna sp.), and colonies of horsetails ( £quisetum telmaltaeia), water-
parsley ( Denanthe sarmentosay, willow-herb ( Epifobium ciliatum ssp. watsonil) and non-native
calla lily (Zantedeschia agthiopica) and abundant matted saturated leaf litter. Cover of standing

Peter R, Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MIND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
haye@earthlink net 7
(415) 310-5109
Exhibit 1
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)
Appeals

Page 15 of 101



feaf litter and vegetation was variable, ranging from 100% closed cover (no open water surface or
saturated floating litter) to predominantly open water and flooded or saturated matted leaf litter.
The nontidal marsh drained through a culvert under Westshore Roadto the adjacent Rail Pond.
The upper edge of the marsh was bordered by dense riparian wetland scrub in saturated and
flooded soil composed of waxmyrtle (Myrfca californicay and willow (Safix fasiolepis), with
patches of chain fern (Woodwardia fimbriata). This woody assemblage may be identified as
willow-waxmyrtle swamp, corresponding with widespread vegetation assemblages in coastal fens
and dune slacks of the Central and North Coast. A few tree frog calls were detected late niorning
on the January 25 site visit,

¢ a
Non-tidal freshwater marsh and witlow-waxmyrtle swamp {riparian habitat), north side of Bay Flat Road
below or adjacent/contiguous with project site. (a) emergent tules, catlail, sedge, and shallow water. (b)
waxmyrtle canopy over tule and cattail marsh with shallow floeding. (c) floating aquatic duckweed in flooded
sedge freshwater marsh marsh, and (d) duckweed floating in flooded tule-cattail marsh. This obvious
freshwater wetland was not identified or assessed in the MND, WRA, or PRMD documents cited.

[ examined two distinct riparian woodland assemblages bordering or within the project area also
on January 25 and March 4, 2011, One occurs as a riparian corridor in the dune canyon east of the
project site, and includes the area examined by Peter Warner (undated lettery and WRA (WRA

Peter R. Baye Ph.D, Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
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2010). The dune canyon riparian woodland was dominated by two species in the canopy layer,
mature and decadent large willow (Sa/ix sp., likely all 5. /asiolgpis) and California blackberry
(Rubus ursinus, not the non-native invasive R, arméniacis). The ground layer was dominated
pleurocarpous mosses (unidentified) and by thick willow leaf litter and dut¥, grading into the A
horizon of dark organic-stained sandy soil with high organic matter content to a depth greater
than 10 cm. The depth of dark, organic-stained and organic-rich soil indicates frequent long-
duration past episodes of soil saturation and chronically high moisture content, consistent with the
dominance of two wetland indicator species. Unlike the riparian scrub bordering Bay Flat Road,
this riparian scrub stand appears to be associated with subsurface groundwater rising to near
surface depths in winter, and infrequent, intermittent flooding, rather than persistent near-surface
soil saturation. A large stick nest, likely of a dusky-footed wood-rat, was observed at the oblique
trunk of a large old willow. The upper end of the dune canyon riparian woodland corridor
terminates as a rush meadow (Juncus fescurii or J, arcticus ssp. balticus) below a dry European
beachgrass (Ammophila arenaria) steep dune slope, indicating a seasonal to perennial freshwater
seep source of shallow groundwater. According to a local resident, the depressions in the lower
dune canyon are flooded for days to weeks during rainy winter months and become muddy,
which is consistent with the soil conditions and topography I observed. A second patch of mesic
riparian scrub, dominated by California blackberry in the shrub laver, occurs along Bay Flat Road
on the north side of the driveway lcading to the Beavers residence.

a b

b
Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodepa Bay Flat Well MIND comments
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¢ d

Riparian woodiand of the dune canyan east ¢f the Beaver residence. (a, b) mature willow and Califomia
blackberry dominate cancpy. (c) stick nest In ripanian thicket, likely wood-rat nest; (d) thick duff layer. dark
organic-stained, crganic-ich sand in canyan flcor, indicating prevalent seasonally wet to mesic soil
conditicns.

The wetland complex of the Rail Pond consists of willow-waxmyrtle swamp (a type of woody
riparian habitat), freshwater, fresh-brackish, and brackish marsh, and mudflat. These wetlands are
within a Sanctuary Preservation Area identified in the Local Coastal Plan (Environmental Map 9,
according to PRMD (2009). The willow-waxmyrtle swamp extends from supratidal (above tidal
influence) to upper intertidal range, where it intergrades with fresh-brackish tidally influenced
rush and tule marsh. The canopy of the fringing willow-waxmyrtle swamp is again dominated by
arroyo willow (5a/ix 8p. likely /as/0/gpfs) and waxmyrtle (Myrica californicay in the canopy
layer, and the ground layer is dominated variously by slough sedge ( Caréx obnupta), Baltic rush
(Juncus arcticus ssp. balticus), scouring-rush ( £quisetum hyemale ssp. affing), water-parsley

( Oenanthe sarmentosa), and patches of invasive non-native Cape ivy (Dglairea 04orata) in the
sround layer and sub-canopy. The willow-waxmyrtle swamp vegetation is robust, not decadent,
and shows no indicators of salt injury or dieback even in the ground [ayer. The seaward edge of
the willow-waxmyrtle assemblage ground layer, however, is littered with dried debris of marine
eelarass (Z0stéra marina) and other tidal jetsam, indicating episodic or periodic flooding of this
vigorous salt-intolerant vegetation by extreme high tides. Fresh and decomposed eelgrass litter
from adjacent Bodega Harbor is also abundant in the mid- and lower intertidal zone of the Rail
Pond. The fringing tidal rmarsh at the norih (landward) edge of the Rail Pond is dominated by two
species, California tule (Schognopiectus californicus) and Baltic rush (Junicus arcticus ssp.
balticus). This is ecologically significant because both dominant species of the landward fringing
marsh of the Rail Pond are highly intolerant of marine salinity in soil porewater of their root
zones during the growing scason.

.
a b
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c a
Fresh and fresh-brackish marsh vegetation gradients in the rail pond. (a, b} willow-waxmyrtle swamp
(riparian habitat) bordering upper tidal Baltic rush and tule marsh, north side of rail pond below freshwater
marsh seepage and surface (culvert) discharges from north side of Bay Flat Road; (c) contrast between
north, landwarc wetland fringe (salt-sensitive fule, willow, waxmyrtle; lefl) and south, seaward wetland fringe
{salt-telerant sallgrass, pickleweed, jaumea), Rail Pond, view to NE; (d} W end of rail pond, bordering steep
upland dune stope instead of freshwater marsh seepage saurce, showing fringing marsh shift from salt-

sensitive tules (right) to threesguare bulrush {more brackish tolerant) in the lowest vegetated intertidal zone
above mudfiats,

In contrast, the fringing tidal marsh at the south (seaward) end of the rail pond, bordering the
Westshore Road berm, is dominated by salt marsh and brackish marsh vegetation. The narrow
fringing marsh bordering the bay-connecting culvert is dominated by few highly salt-tolerant sait
marsh species, salterass ( 2/stichlis spicata), fleshy jaumea (Jaumea carnosa), with minor
amounts of pickleweed (Sdrcocornia pacifica). With increasing distance from the culvert tidal
source of marine water, the {requency of brackish-tolerant (dilute seawater affinity) species
increases in the southern fringing marsh of the Rail Pond, including threesquare bulrush
(Schoenoplectus pungens). clubrush (/s0/epis sp., likely /. cernuus), prostrate creeping colonies of
sea-arrowgrass ( friglochin sp., likely 7. concinna), silverweed (Argentina egedii, syn. Potentilia
anserind ssp. egedry), and Baltic rush. The distribution, relative frequency and abundance of plant
species with contrasting salt-tolerance ranges indicates a clear gradient in growing-season soil
(subsurface) salinity of the tidally influenced Rail Pond marsh, consistent with strong and
significant freshwater subsurface (groundwater seepage) from the steep, highly transmissive dune
slopes north of the rail pond (continuing below Bay Flat Road), and surface freshwater flows
from the nontidal freshwater marsh draining via culvert under Bay Flat Road. Most of these
species, their local distribution patterns, and relative salt tolerances, were not identified in the
WRA (2010) Biological Resources Assessment,
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. .
Southern (seaward) fringing marsh at west end of Rail Pond, bordering Wesishore Road, disconnected from
upland freshwaler seepage sourcas. Marsh is dominated by salt-tolerant and trackish-1olerant marsh
vegetation; (a) threesquare bulrush, sallgrass, jaumea; {b) sea arrow-grass, saitgrass, lhreesquare bulrush.

Within the Rail Pond basin are two other wettand features that are significant indicators of past
fluctuating salinity eradients and dynamics. The largest and most conspicuous is the presence of
extensive tule stem remnants {standing culm stubble) in unvegetated mudflats below the current
scaward edge of growing (green stem) tules. The standing dead and partly decomposed culm
bases were partly covered with mature barnacles, indicating their persistence and age greater than
one year, The pattemn of tule dieback zones below vigorous tules in intertidal marsh (not subject
to significant changes in flooding depths among years) is typical of brackish marshes that
undergo eycles of decreased salinity (tule expansion during consecutive high raintall vears) and
increased salinity (tule dieback during series of consecutive low rainfalf years or acute ¢ritical
drought years). [t is likely that the tule dieback pattern observed ¢corresponds with recent years of
low rainfall vcars, particularly 2008 and 2009. This would indicate high sensitivity of the
landward brackish-tresh marsh gradient in the Rail Pond to cumulative impacts of reduced
groundwater discharges during critical drought years,

- - b

Past dieback of intertidal tule marsh, north side of Raii Pond. (a) leading edge of intertidal tule marsh,
showing abrupt edge of live {green culm base) tules, bordering stubble of dead and partly decomposed tule
culm bases in mudflat (former tule marsh). (b) bamacles (white) on standing dead tule stubtle in mudflat,
with green aigae (Ulva sp.) on mudfiat.
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The other significant wetland feature indicating strong salinify gradients within the basin is the
marsh-capped, crescent-shaped flood tidal delta outlining the tidal jet of the culvert. The concave-
seaward side of the lood tidal delta marsh (culvert-facing, directly flushed by marine salinity of
the tidal jet) is dominated by salt-tolerant salterass, and lacks salt-sensitive tiles in the same
elevation range in which they occur on the landward side of the delta. The convex, landward-
tacing side of the delta. facing landward freshwater runofT and subsurtace seepage, and shielded

from the tidal jet, in contrast is fringed with salt-sensitive tules on the north side facing the
freshwater discharge of the Bay Flat Road culvert,

Flood tidal delta marsh crescent opposite tidal jet of culvertin Raif Pond. (a) view from SW, with tule patch on
convex side facing freshwater runofi from Bay Flat Road culvert, saltgrass cn cap of delta marsh; (b) gravel
depasit at head of flood tidal el and channel scoured adiacent fo culvert.

I directly measured (retractometer) surface water salinity and shallow subsurface porewater
salinity in the Rail Pond marsh gradient during a low tide on January 25, 2011 (dormant season,
not physiolagically more sensitive plant growing season). 1 did not sample contrasting elevation
gradients of soil porewater salinity protiles N, W_ E, and § sides of the Rail Pond; the
exploratory measurements of near-surface and water cofumn salinities were conducted 10 detect
any qualitative patterns of fresh to brackish wetland gradients in near-surface marsh sediment
salinity that are consistent with freshwater secpage and surface flow patterns.

The measurements reflected patterns of subsurface porewater dilution by freshwater scepage
consistent with the gradients of freshwater, brackish and salt marsh vegetation patterns of the Rait
Pond. The water column salinity of the adjacent Bodega Harbor, more than 3 m distance from the
culvert ebb outflows to the bay, were measured was 34 ppt, marine salinity. Ebb discharge from
the culvert on the bay side was measured at 12 ppt. The ebb discbarpge from very shallow
channetized cbb drainage of the Ratl Pond mudflats was 7 ppt (both E and W of the culvert),
indicating significant dilution of seawater during ebb tide. Surface discharge across intertidat mud
of the tule marsh on the fandward fringe of the rail pond, opposite the culvert, was measured at 2
ppt (oligohaline, physiologically near treshwater range). Soil porewater from the top 8 cm of mud
was i1 the brackish range, indicating near-surface porewater mixing of freshwater and haline
tidewater: 12 and 25 ppt were measured 5 minutes after two shallow pits excavated in emergent
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mid-intertidal mud on north side of the Rail Pond opposite the culvert pits filled with porewater
seepage. On the following (afternoon) flood tide, the interior rail pond water column salinity
adjacent to the culvert was measured at 19 ppt, again indicating brackish mixing in the water
column, contrasting with more dilution of seawater on mudflats during the ebb tide when seepage
outflows occur.

The preliminary evidence of winter salinity measurements and wetland vegetation patterns is
consistent with a hydrologic regime including:

e culveri inflows of marine salinity on flood tide;

e brackish dilution in the water column of the rail pond basin during flood and slack tides;

e increasing dilution and flushing (north to south) of marsh/mudflat surface sediments on
¢bb tides;

» limited infiltration of brackish water in the upper mudflat and marsh sediment during
flood tides, varying with distance from the culvert tidal source;

s strong, physiologically significant dilution and flushing of infiltrated brackish soil
porewater in the root zone on the landward (N side) of the Rail Pond, and to a significant
but lesser extent, E and W ends of the Rail Pond,

e sufficient rates of subsurface porewater flushing during the (spring-summer-fall) growing
season {maximum physioclogical sensitivity to root zone salinity) to enable salt-sensitive
tule, slough sedge, and willows to grow without evidence of salt injury, and without or
association with salt-tolerant vegetation, along the upper intertidal zone subject to
regular brackish tidal flooding;

» diminished marsh soil porewater flushing and salinity dilution as distance from the
landward north marsh fringe (subsurtace freshwater hydraulic gradient) increases;

e consistent marsh vegetation pattems of relative salt-tolerance related to distance from the
flood tidal jet, and distance from landward surface and subsurface freshwater discharges.

PRMD staff initially made a correct interpretation of the salinity gradients of the Rail Pond marsh
vegetation (PRMD 2010, June 7 memo). The PRMD staff subsequently relied on ecologically
invalid and misleading interpretations of the marsh hydrology of the Rail Pond that ignored the
essential role of marsh soil porewater salinity in the root zone, particularly in drought conditions,
as determinative of vegetation patterns. The subsequent PRMD memo (PRMD 2010, July 2)
erroneously concluded that “since the study [Brelje & Race File No. 1817.06] results show that
the site has salinity comparable to seawater, on high tide, this eliminates the potential for
sensitive freshwater species and appears to validate the findings of the WRA Biological
Resources Assessment date March 2010, This conclusion is particularly contradictory and
arbitrary in view of the conspicuous salt-sensitive freshwater and fresh-brackish marsh vegetation
along the north side of the Rail Pond explicitly described in both the PRMD memo and the WRA
report (WRA 2010, p. 8). It appears that PRMD uncritically adopted the conclusions of WRA and
hydrologic studies of groundwater that were not methodologically suited to address
biological/ecological processes or impacts in wetlands.

The hydrologic method of analyzing average groundwaler elevations and cones of depression
{Todd Engineers 2010) is neither ecologically appropriate nor biologically meaningful for
assessing marsh root zone soil porewater salinity variability influenced by well pumping during
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summer high tides or during drought years. Indeed, the Todd report did not address wetland root
zone hydrology at the tidal marsh edges at all. The lateral extent of the cone of depression,
estimated at 107 ft for a given duration of continuous short-term well pumping, is not a valid
threshold for detecting or predicting significant impacts to freshwater marsh vegetation dependent
on freshwater seepage outflows bordering a tidal marsh. The Todd (2010) report stated that “it is
reasonable to assume that average groundwater flow into the northern rail pond will be reduced at
a rate equivalent to the net increase in production from the Dunes well field (i.e. decrease in
groundwater flow to the Rail Pond from 65 gpm to 45 gpm). The Todd report stated only that the
impact on the “water quality balance " of the rail pond is considered to be insignificant. This
statement is about water column or aqueous salinity, not marsh soil porewater salinity, and does
not actually address marsh habitat impact. [t did not state that the mass balance of groundwater
seepage would be insignificant for relatively salt-intolerant freshwater marsh vegetation and soils
during the summer, or in critical drought years, during a reduction from 12,514 cubic fcet per day
of freshwater seepage outflow to 8664 cubic feet per day, 30% reduction. Thus, it cannot be
applied to prediction of marsh habitat impacts without additional analysis of effects on root zone
salinity in the high marsh during summer high tides and droughts.

The WRA (2010) assertion that “in order for a significant change in salinity to occur, well
pumping would need to reduce the amount of ground water outflow so that freshwater seepage
ceases” (emphasis added) is false. Total cessation of freshwater seepage is an unrcasonably high
and vnrealistic threshold of significance for salt-sensitive freshwater or fresh-brackish marsh
vegetation. For a bielogically sipgnificant change in root-zone marsh salinity to occur, well
pumping would merely need to reduce the amount of groundwater outflow to the point at which
cumulative reduction in freshwater seepage rate during the growing season allows soil porewater
salinity to rise within the physiological range at which substantial salt-induced growth inhibition
(sufficient to alter plant competition and relative abundance of brackish, salt, and freshwater
species), injury, or mortality occurs over a period of days or weeks during the spring or summer.
The threshold between oligohaline (fresh-brackish) and brackish salinity that conventionally
distinguishes the limits of salt-intolerant freshwater species is generally 2 ppt during the spring-
sammer growing season (following modified Venice salinity classification system used by U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service wetland classification system); freshwater marsh and riparian
vegetation is excluded at chronic soil porewater salinities at or above 5 ppt during the spring-
summer growing season. This is a very low biological threshold, and may potentially be met by
reduction of freshwater seepage rates from 12,600 cubic feet per day of freshwater seepage
outflow to 8732 cubic feet per day (30% reduction) during spring high (solstice) tides in drought
conditions.

If soil porewater salinity rises sufficiently to cause actual dieback of salt-sensitive freshwater
marsh and riparian vegetation as a result of cumulative reduction in subsurface discharges during
summer high tide series (a high risk particularly during drought years), impacts would be as
extreme as they could possibly be for this habitat; crossing this threshold would cause outright
conversion from freshwater or fresh-brackish marsh to salt marsh habitats.

2.3. Fish, wildlite, and special-status species impacts.

The MND (BBPUD 2008) and subsequent Biological Resources Assessment (WRA 2010) failed
to correctly identify the potential, likely, or confirmed presence of multiple special-status species

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecotogist, Botanist June 12, 2011
have@earthlink.net 15
(415) 310-5109
Exhibit 1
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)
Appeals

Page 23 of 101



and suitable habitat within the project site or its vicinity. Accordingly, the MND and Biological
Resources Assessment erroneously underestimated or disregarded potential significant impacts to
special-status fish, wildlife, and plants species, and failed to assess modes of direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts related to the project location, design, and operation. Examples are (not
exhaustive) assessed below.

California red-legged frog (Rana draylonii, syn. A. aurora draytonii). The MND does
not address potential for occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it. The
geographic boundary between this species and the similar northern red-legged frog (R.
aurora) on the north coast is now known to extend to southern Mendocino County
{Shaffer et al. 2004, Molecular Ecology 13, 2667-2677), including Bodega Bay
populations in the federally listed A draylonii. The USFWS recovery plan for this
species (2002) was published before the geographic range of the species was revised. The
project area and the assessment area are located less than 1 mile from one known
breeding habitat (seasonal to perennial freshwater ponds at the landward edge of Bodega
Dunes) and riparian and stream pool habitat of Johnson Gulch. I confirmed the presence
of an adult red-legged frog within suitable breeding habitat within the Bodega Head
Marsh (freshwater marsh and pond complex east of the Bodega Dunes, where additional
BBPUD wells are tocated) on January 25, 201 1.

The riparian and freshwater marsh vegetation in or adjacent to and below the project site
is dominated the same suite of freshwater marsh species that dominate Bodega Marsh
(west of Spud Point) that is inhabited by a known population of California red-legged
frogs (CRLF) less than 0.7 miles from the project site, linked by a corridor of seasonal
wetland and upland CRLF dispersal habitat. Dispersing or foraging California red-legged
frogs are known to move in terrestrial habitats at distances significantly greater than 0.7
miles, particularly in foggy, maritime climates,

I confirmed the presence of adult California red-legged frogs in Bodega Marsh on
January 25 and again on March 4, 201 1. Red-legged frogs have also been reported east of
the project site in recent years in the vicinity of Johnson Gulch. The nontidal freshwater
marsh on the north side of Bay Flat Road below the project site is suitable foraging
habitat for the CRLF, and may be suitable breeding habitat in at least sone years; it
appears to have sufficient duration and depth of flooding, and open shallow
water/vegetation cover to support breeding this year, Moist, shaded upland dune canyons
and slopes within the project vicinity may provide terrestrial foraging habitat, moisture
(hydration) refuges, and estivation habitat for CRLF.

WRA (2010} confirmed that it did not provide protocol-level surveys for this or any other
special-siatus species, The WRA (2010) assertion regarding potential for occurrence
(“suitable aquatic habitat is not available in or near the Project Area”) is flatly incorrect,
and also nisleading in that it does not address upland dispersal habitat, foraging habitat,
or upland moisture refuge habitat. The WRA (2010) recommendation that “no further
surveys or avoidance measures are recommended” is inconsistent with the presence of
suitable freshwater marsh (and fresh-brackish marsh with aquaeous salinity in the CRLF
tolerance range of 9 ppt and less) in the project’s immediate vicinity, and the presence of
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CRLF at Bodega Marsh approximately 0.7 miles away with suitable dispersal corridors
connecting the project site to this major population.

California red-legeed frogs may occur within or near the project site, and may be directly,
indirectly adversely affected by project construction and operation. This polential impact
triggers Section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation with USFWS through any U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers permit required for project construction. It also meets the
“mandatory finding of significance” criterion for CEQA if it is not assessed and
adequately mitigated.

h C

(a) Qccupied Califonia red-legged frog freshwater marsh habitat at Bodega Marsh {west of Spud Point). The marsh
supperts water supply wells currently operated by BBPUD, indicating BBPUD knowledge of this habitat and potential
source populaticn. (B} Adult California red-legged frog observed in Bodega Marsh on January 25, 2611, on driitwood in
old well casing. (c) Mature California red-legged frcg in Bodega Marsh, March 4, 2011 {(emerged from standing water
with duckweed).

Tidewater gohy ( £ucyclogobius newberrys). The MND does not address potential for
occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it. WRA (2010, Appendix B,
incorreetly asserts that the federally listed tidewater goby’s “potential for occurrence™ is
“not present. Suitable aquatic habitat is not available or near the project area”. The “rail
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ponds” are a brackish to saline shallow sheltered basin with tidal choking (18" culvert)
located less than 0.5 mile west of Johnson Gulch, a location identified in the final
recovery plan for this species (USFWS 2005) as potential reintroduction habitat, located
between Salmon Creek lagoon (population detected in 1999), and Cheney Gulch
(population detected 1946, not detected 1996 & 1999). The il ponds are hydrologically
influenced by reduction in freshwater seepage (groundwater inflows) related to well use.
Suitable habitat for this species is “brackish, shallow lagoons and lower stream reaches
where the water is still but not stagnant” (USFWS 2005). Thus, potentially suitable
habitat occurs within the assessment area of the projeet, in proximity to known recent and
historic localities within dispersal range. Potential indirect project impacts to this species
may include reduction of brackish influence (reduced shallow groundwater inflows) on
tidewater goby habitat.

This polential impact triggers Section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation with
USFWS through any U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit required for project
construction. It also meets the “mandatory finding of significance™ criterion for CEQA if
it is not assessed and adequately mitigated.

Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly (Speyeria zerene myrtfeag) The MND does not address
potential for occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it. This federally listed
species may occur in the project vicinity, utilizing summer-blooming coastal scrub or
dune scrub species as ncctar plants, and coastal grasstands in the project vicinity may
supply larval food plants. Potential nectar plants used by the species, such as thistles or
gumplants, may occur on the project site or in areas indirectly affected by project
construction or operation. WRA (2010) dismissed occurrence or impacts to this speies as
“unlikely™ because “typical” habitat not is not present and because the larval foodplant
was not observed directly within the Project Area during site visits. This argument is
invalid because it does not address the amount of potential nectar plant habitat in
proximity to primary habitats of the species, or potential indirect project impacts (sueh as
marsh-edge soil salinization due to groundwater seepage reduction).

Goastal marsh milk-vetch (Astragalus pyenostachyus var. pycnostachyus). The MND
does not address potential for occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it,
nor does WRA (2010). It is treated as a species of concern by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
and a list 1B species by California Native Plant Society. Suilable habitat (high brackish
tidal marsh) occurs in the project vicinity, in the Rail Pond fringing marsh, and potential
parent populations occur in Drakes Bay. If undetected populations are present, this
species could be adverscly affected by project operation, particularly conversion from
fresh or fresh-brackish to brackish or salt marsh influenced by reduction of freshwater
seepage during droughts, as well as hy pochlorite solution spills due to accidental release
or scismic disturbance.

Deceiving sedge (Carex saliniformis) The MND does not address potential for
occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it. Suitable habitat for this species
occurs along the landward fresh-brackish and freshwater fringing marsh of the Rail Pond,
among other sedges and rushes present. WRA (2010) dismisses impacts to this species,
making the invalid argument that no marsh habitat occurs within the Project Area, despite
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obvious suitable habitat in the rail pond marsh below the project site. If present, this
species could be adversely affected by projcct operation, particularly conversion from
fresh or fresh-brackish to brackish or salt marsh influenced by reduction of freshwater
seepage during droughts, as well as hypochlorite solution spills due to accidental release
or seismic disturbance,

Humboldt Bay owl’s-clover ( Castilleja ambigua ssp. humboldtiensis). The MND does
not address potential for occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it. Suitable
habitat for this species occurs along the bayward fringing marsh of the Rail Pond, and the
species is known to occur in tidal marshes in Bodega Harbor, which provide potcntial
source populations for colonization of sheltered upper tidal salt or brackish inarshes like
those within the Rail Pond. WRA (2010) dismisses impacts to this species, erroneously
claiming that no salt marsh occurs in the Project Area, despite obvious suitable habitat in
the rail pond marsh below the project site. If present, this species could be adversely
affected by project operation, particularly hypochlorite solution spills due to accidental
release or seismic disturbance.

Point Reyes bird’s-beak ( Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre;, syn, Cordylanthus
maritimus ssp. palustris). The MND does not address potential for occurrence of this
special-status specics or impacts to it. Suitable habitat for this species occurs along the
seaward fringing marsh of the Rail Pond, and the specics is known to cccur in tidal
marshes in Bodega Harbor, which provide potential source populations for colonization
of sheltered upper tidal salt or brackish marshes like those within the Rail Pond. WRA
(2010) dismisses impacts to this species because no salt marsh occurs directly on the
project site, and disregarded the potential for occurrence in the rail pond marsh below the
project site. 1f present, this species could be adversely affected by project operation,
particularly hypochlorite solution spills due to accidental release or seismic disturbance,

Franciscan thistle ( Cirsivm andrewsii). The MND does not address potential for
occurrence of this special-status species or imnpacts to it. WRA (2010) states there is “No
potential” for this species due to lack of habitat, based on generalized descriptions of
habitat. In fact, C. andréwsif occurs at Point Reyes in coastal marshes dominated by
Junecus lescurii at the northeast end of Abbott’s Lagoon (host vegetation closely similar to
supratidal /. arcticts marsh at the east end of the Rail Pond). Suitable habitats occur in
coastal bluff seeps along the adjacent Sonoma Coast, indicating a reasonable though low
likelihood of undetected populations in the vicinity that could act as source (sced
dispersal) populations. If present in suitable habitat in the proper biological assessinent
area, this species could be adversely affected by project operation, particularly
hypochlorite solution spills due to accidental release or seismic disturbance.

Bolander’s water-hemlock (Cicuta bolanderi, syn. €. macuiata var bolanders). The
MND does not address potential for occurrence of this special-status species or impacts
to it, WRA (2010) states “forb understory component is relatively impoverished™ as the
only reason for dismissing the potential occurrence of this species in “coastal, fresh or
brackish marshes and swamps”. Populations are known to occur in lowland fresh-
brackish and freshwater marshes bordering tidal marsh at two localities at Point Reyes, in
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association with species also occurring in the Rail Pond (Schoenoplectus californicus,
Juncus arcticus ssp. balticus), indicating potential for previously undetected presence of
this plant, and potential impacts of hypochlorite solution spills due to accidental release
or seismic disturbance.

Sonoma alopecurus (Afopecurus aequalis var sonomensis), The MND does not address
potential for occurrence of this speciai-status species or impacts to it. This species occurs
in mixed disturbed native/non-native vegetation of coastal wet pasture and seasonal
marsh at Point Reyes. Suitable habitat occurs in disturbed portions of the roadside
nontidal freshwater marsh and similar supratidal portions of the Rail Pond marsh. WRA
(2010) argued that “Although the study area contains riparian scrub habitat, most
occurrences known from inland open marsh sites”. This is not true of modern
occurrences, and it is certainly not true of the nearest known major populations; it is an
invalid and factually unsound argument. WRA (2010} therefore erroneously dismisses
potential occurrence of the species in potentially suitable habitat on the site within the
known range of the species.

Marin knotweed (Pofvgonum maringnse). The MND does not address potential for
occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it. WRA (2010) dismisses impacts
to this species by arguing that no tidal marsh occurs on the project site; however, suitable
high brackish tidal marsh habitat does occur in the Rail Ponds within the project
assessment area. This species has been identified in brackish marsh tidal marsh edges
within Bodega Harbor, within reasonable dispersal distance of suitable habitat in the
project assessment area. At Point Reyes, the type locality, it occurs primarily in brackish
edges of tidal salt inarsh. This indicates potential for undetected presence of this plant in
the assessment area of the project. Although this species is potentially a cryptic nonnative
spectes, it is currently listed as an endemic special-status native species,

Virginia rails fAallus fimicola) and sora (Porzana carelina). The MND did not address
potential habitat impacts to Virginia rails and sora, for which the Rail Ponds are named.
These species depend on regionally scarce freshwater and fresh-brackish perennial marsh
habitats. Madrone Audubon Society conducts bird walks around Bodega Bay and has
reported detections of Virginia rails at the Rail Pond on the following dates: 27-Jan-99,
07-Apr-99, 26-Jan-00, 24-Feb-00, [5-Mar-00, 05-Apr-00, 02-Nov-00, 22-Mar-01, 03-
Sep-01, 31-Oct-01, 21-Mar-02, 18-Apr-02, 22-Feb-03, 03-Sep-03, 1 1-Feb-04, | 8-Mar-
04, 10-Apr-04, 27-Oct-04, 19-Oct-03, 01-Sep-10. Sora were reported on 10-Mar-99, 07-
Apr-99, 15-Mar-00, 19-Oct-05, 18-Jan-07, 05-Sep-07, 01-Sep-10. The long-term
continuity and frequency of detections indicate that the Rail Pond is an important local
habitat tor these regionally uncommeon rail species.

Potentially significant adverse impacts inay occur to freshwater and fresh-brackish marsh
habitats preferred by Virginia rails and sora as a result of marsh soil salinization that may
be caused by cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping (reduced rates of freshwater
groundwater seepage at the upper marsh edge), discussed above.
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Salt marsh or San Francisco Common yellowthroat (Geathiypis trichas sinuosa).
Neither the MND nor WRA (2010) Biological Resource Assessment addressed potential
habitat impacts to the salt marsh common yellowthroat, a regionaily rare nonmigratory
passerine that moves seasonally between salt or brackish tidal marshes and riparian scrub
or freshwater marshes. It is considered a species of concemn by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game. Madrone Audubon Society
reports routine detections of salt marsh common yellowthroats at the Rail Ponds over
many years.

Potentially significant adverse impacts may occur to freshwater and fresh-brackish marsh
habitats used by salt marsh common yeltowthroats at the Rail Ponds duc to marsh soil
salinization due to cumulative impacts of groundwater pumping (reduced rates of
freshwater groundwater scepage at the upper marsh edge), discussed above.

Complex wetland hakitat of the Rait Pord combines dense cover of willow scrub and fresh-brackish marsh
cover of lules, bulrushes, rushes bordering shallow water and open mud -- suilable habitat fer Virginia rail,
scre, and yellowthroats.

2.4 Monitoring reports required by Sonoma Coast State Beach Agreement.

None of the environmental assessment documents prepared by BBPUD or its consultants cite any
data from monitoring reports required by Sonoma Coast State Beach Agreement (1979) and
Amendment No. 1 (1987). These reports were required to document vegetation changes,
groundwater elevations and quantitative variability in groundwater salinity in the vicinity of
exisling wells. Adequate assessment of indirect ecological effects of proposed new well use will
depend on re-assessment of these empirical data. The applicant (signatory of the agreement) has
the burden of providing and assessing these daia, and the lead agency is obliged to make
reasonable efforts, as a matter of due diligence, to obtain and evaluate these reports to apply to
assessment of fong-term cumulative impacts of well pumping on adjacent wetland habitals.
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2.5 Indirect significant ecological impacts of spills of hazardous chemicals (hypochlorite;
chlorination chemicals).

The RGH geotechnical consulting letter report (October 22, 2009) confirms that the site is located
directly within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zone of the San Andreas fauit, and has a high
risk for surface rupture, and a high risk for liquefaction hazard and strong ground shaking,
resulting in unpredictable impacts. The project would include ongoing transport, use, and storage
of hypochlorite chlorination chemicals at a new location adjacent to wetlands. Catastrophic
release of hypochlorite (bleach) into wetlands would be a low-probability/high (significant)
impact risk that requires assessment and mitigation.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecolagist, Botanist June 12, 2011
haye@earthlink.net 22
(415) 310-5109
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MEMORANDUM ‘ o -Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc.

B _ 7 Mt Litssen Orive, Sule B-280, San Rofast, CA 94303
L p |k Telaphone: (415) 4519600
i L& Facsmda; (415) Ga)-1538
E-mail: (eg@HHE-inc.oom

Date: July 10,2011

To: Rose Zoia, Law Offices of Rose Zoia

From: Greg Kamman

Subject: Preliminary Review of BBPUD Bay Flat Road Well Installation Project

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the findings of my technical assessment of
a Jarge number of technical and environmental compliance documents for or in response
to the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Bodega Bay Public Utilities Bay Flat Road
well installation project dated June 19, 2008 and the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration published June 3,2011. The documents I reviewed are listed in Attachment
A. The focus of my review was on the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to water
and ecological resources. Based on this review, it is my opinion that the project poses
potential significant and unmitigated impacts to the surrounding ecological environment,
for the reasons numbered below.

I am a hydrologist with over twenty five years of technical and consulting experience in the
fields of geology and hydrology. 1 have a Master's of Science degree in Geology received from
Miami University (Oxford, Ohio) in 1989 and [ am a California Professional Geologist and
Certified Hydrogeologist. | have been providing professional hydrology services in California
since 1991 and routinely manage projects in the areas of surface- and groundwater hydrology,
water supply, water quality assessments, water resources management, and geomorphology.
Most of my work is [ocated in the Coast Range watersheds of California, including the Northern
San Francisco Bay Counties. My areas of expertise include: characterizing and modeling
watershed-scale hydrologic and geomorphic processes; evaluating surface- and ground-water
resources/quality and their interaction; assessing hydrologic, geomorphic, and water quality
responses to land-use changes in watersheds and causes of stream channel instability; and
designing and implementing field investigations characterizing surface and subsurface
hydrologic and water quality conditions. I co-own and operate a hydrology and engineering the
consulting firm Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. in San Rafael, California (established
in 1997).

1. Inadequate Assessment of Sustainable Water Supply from Bay Flat Road Well
The BBPUD has either, a) not demonstrated that the Bay Flat Road well will provide a

reliable source of water per their project goals, or b) their analyses supporting such a
claim are inaccurate and, in some cases, significantly over-predict available supply.
These conclusions are based on the following rationale.

Kamman Hydrology & Enginccring, [nc. Exhibit 1
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a} Uncharacterized Groundwater Quantity in Water Scarce Area

The Sonoma County General Plan Water Resource Element contains numerous goals, objectives
and policies to guide the management of groundwater as a valuable and limited shared resource.
Objective WR-2.1 of the Plan states, “Conserve, enhance and manage groundwater resources on
a sustainable basis that assures sufficient amounts of clean water required for future
generations, the uses allowed by the General Plan, and the natural environment.” The Todd
report (2010) indicates that there will be, on average, a long-term 3 | -percent reduction in
groundwater flow to the Rail Pond, which also means the same reduction in supply to fringing
and upland freshwater wetlands, whose main supply is groundwater. None of the BBPUD
project reports or documents indicate how this continual net loss will impact local area spring,
seep and groundwater sources, which are acknowledged to sustain downstream wetlands.
Clearly, the impacts of groundwater withdrawals during the summer, a dry-year and drought
years may have even more potential significant impacts on wetlands as these periods are times of
reduced groundwater recharge and supply, which has a compounded adverse impact due to
reduced direct rainfali supply to the wetlands.

The Bay Flat Road well project is located in a County-designated, Class 4 Water Scarce Area of
Sonoma County (Sonoma County PRMD, 2010). Groundwater Resource Policy WR-2e of the
Sonoma County General Plan (formerly Policy RC-3h) requires proof of groundwater with a
sufficient yield and quality to support proposed uses in Class 3 and 4 areas. Policy WR-2e also
requires test wells or the establishment of community water systems in Class 4 water areas.

An aquifer test' is standard procedure implemented to most accurately quantify the hydrautic and
storage parameters of an aquifer when conducted at a proposed well site. Todd’s groundwater
assessments and estimates on groundwater flow parameters are based partially on existing
aquifer tests from existing wells in the Dune Well field. However, Todd’s (2008) groundwater
storage parameter/coefficient estimates are based on best-estimates, derived by non-aquifer-test
methods, relying on simplifying assumption and empirical relationships. In order to improve the
assessment of available groundwater resources, Todd (2008) also recommends the compietion of
aquifer {(well pumping and monitoring) tests to: a) “...refine aquifer [conductivity and flow]
paramelers (which would provide data for an improved assessment of available groundwater
resources”, and b) ...to determine the efficiency of Dunes Well 4, the S value [aquifer storage
coefficient or storativity| of the deeper formation tapped by Well 4, and the hydraulic connection
between the shallower formation tapped by previous Dunes production wells and the deeper
Jormation tapped by Dunes Well 4. Aquifer test results may assist BBPUD in selecting
appropriate well drilling and development technigues in the future that optimize well yields.”

b) Non-Uniform Hydrogeologic Conditions (Fault Heterogeneities)

Another reason for implementing an aquifer pump test is related to the unknown interconnected
nature of the dune aquifer underlying the project locality. The aquifer tests and hydraulic
parameter estimation methods and equations used by Todd (2008, 2010) are based on

' Driscoll (1995) defines an aquifer test as, a test involving the withdrawal of measured quantities of waler
from or addition of water Lo, a well and the measurement of resulting changes in head in the aquifer during
and after the period of discharge or addition.,
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assumptions that the aquifer in question is a homogeneous and laterally continuous sand Iayerz.
However, the site lies within the Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone (CDMG, 2000) and
geologic mapping by the USGS indicates that the project lies within a zone of mapped traces of
the San Andreas Fault (see Figure 1). In their 2008 report, Todd stales;

“The Dunes and Roppolo well fields are situated within the San Andreas Rift Zone, a 1.5-mile
wide, northwest-southeast trending fracture zone that crosses through Bodega Bay and Bodega
Harbor (Wagner, 1982). Although the fault traces have been identified within the fracture zone,
it Is not known whether the fauits influence groundwater flow or chemistry at the two well

fields.”
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Figure 1: Mapped active faults within project area (source: Blake et al., 2002).

* Driscolt {1995) states thal the analytical well cqualions used by Todd are based on the folfowing
abbreviated list of asswmptions:

1.

2.
3

The water-bearing {ormation is uniform in character and the hydraulic conductivity is the
same in all directions,

The tormation is uniform in thickness and infinite in areal extent.

The formation receives no recharge {rom any souarce,

The pumped well penctrates, and receives waler from, the full thickness of the water-bearing
formation.

Kamman Hydrology & Engincering, Inc.
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It is generally accepted that faults are low conductivity zones and act as barriers to groundwater
flow, either by slowing flow through them or bounding primary aquifer storage areas. The most
standard and informative method to determine the hydraulic and storage properties of an aquifer
basin or subbasin whose boundaries are, in part, determined by fault zones is to complete an
aquifer and well pump test.

¢} Inaccurate Water Supply Assessment — Water budget

Todd’s (2008) study presents a water budget developed to estimate the amount and distribution
of recharge to the Dunes and Roppolo sites (as an estimate of groundwater supply). This
analysis grossly overestimates the annual recharge to the aquifer that supplies the Dunes and
Roppolo well fields and incorrectly states or implies that all water that recharges the aquifer in
question is available (i.e., within the well capture zone) to the wells. Therefore, the estimates of
available water supply to project wells are inaccurate and significantly inflated.

Todd’s delineation of the watershed (Figure 2 of their 2008 report) for the Dunes and Roppolo
well fields is incorrect and significantly overestimates the amount of water available to the
combined Dunes and Roppolo well fields, let alone the Dunes wellfield watershed that best
represents the contributing watershed to the Bay Flat Road project well. Todd uses the entire
area of their delineated watershed to estimate the amount and distribution of recharge to the
Dunes and Roppolo well fields, which, in turn, grossly overestimates the supply available to weil
fields. In reviewing available USGS topographic maps for the Bodega Bay vicinity, the Todd
watershed delineation, used to calculated groundwater supply to the project well, includes large
areas that are outside of the Dunes and Roppolo well field watersheds according to their own
definitions of either a surface and/or groundwater watershed/basin. The first paragraph of the
Todd (2008) report states:

“Rainfall is the primary source of recharge to the Dunes and Roppolo well fields. Because the
direction of surface water and groundwater flow generally follows surface topography, the
surface drainage basin (watershed) must be considered when evaluating the reliability of a
groundwater basin as a water supply source. Watershed boundaries best represent the true
hydrologic boundaries of the groundwater system, across which groundwaier flow can be
assumed 1o zero. Figure 2 [Todd 2008 report] shows the watershed for the Dunes and Roppolo
well fields (Project Watershed). The Project Watershed covers 1,466 acres.”

Based on their own definition, a groundwater basin is best defined by the surface water
watershed boundaries, yet their own delineation of the watershed contributing recharge to the
Dunes and Roppolo well fields includes significant watershed areas that lie outside of and do not
drain to the Dunes and Roppolo well fields. A preliminary review of the USGS 7.5-minute
quadrangle topographic map for Bodega Bay indicates that the watershed to the Dunes and
Roppolo well fields is much smaller that that presented in Figure 2 of Todd’s 2008 report.
Figure 2 of this memorandum illustrates the approximate location of Dunes-Roppolo well fields,
and associated watersheds draining to Bodega Bay (i.e., drainage area lying east of mapped
drainage divide) on the USGS quad-sheet (1972), which egnates to an area at least half of the
watershed acreage used by Todd to estimate groundwater supply to the well fields,
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Figure 2: Map comparing Todd’s project dralnage area {solid black line) versus actual surface

dralnage areas.
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Yet again, only a portion of the true Dunes-Roppolo well field watershed area depicted on Figure
2 (this memorandum) is available for recharge to the wells. Much of the watershed and
groundwater basin area lying down-gradient of the well field locations is unavailable to recharge
and supply to the wells, respectively. In addition, groundwater basin areas and associated
aquifer storage beyond the well capture zone are not available as supply to the wells. As stated
by Todd in their own report (2008);

“It should be noted that the amount of recharge is not equivalent to the amount of water that can
be efficiently captured by wells and used in the basin even if the basin is in balance. Pumping
wells will draw from groundwater storage, lowering water levels locally and producing cones of
depression. These cones expand to hydrologic boundaries and may alter boundary conditions.
From a practical standpoint, it is not possible to locate wells to effectively capture all of the
natural recharge; in addition subsurface oulflow and other boundary conditions may provide
more or less water to the basin as groundwater conditions change.”

Assuming, as Todd does, that there is no subsurface groundwater inflow to the well field
watershed, this last statement implies that not all of the recharge estimated in Todd’s water
budget is available as supply to the wells — yet their study results and conclusions state that it is.
It’s also important to point out again, the Todd estimates include a watershed area contributing to
both the Roppolo and Dunes well fields, which actually occupy their own subbasins and should
be calculated independent of the other, in lieu of lumping them together. However, although
significant, these omissions will likely lead to smaller differences in available well supply than
the over-inflated recharge estimates resulting from using au inaccurate watershed areas described
above.

d) Likely Unreliable Well Yields

The relatively rapid decline in annual well yields in the Dunes well field due to well screen
clogging by precipitates created by iron-reducing bacteria is well documented (Brelje & Race
Master Water Plan, 2007; Todd, 2008). Based on review of available documents, I estimate that
well yields in the Dunes well field begin to fall-off after approximately seven years.
Historically, BBPUD has either replaced wells or treated wells through “periodic chlorination.”
The impacts of this latter practice on the environment have not been addressed in any reports
I’ve reviewed if such maintenance practice is anticipated on the new Bay Flat well, if
constructed.

The occurrence of earthquakes is also associated with decreased well yields in many areas of
California. It is not unreasonable that for this to occur within the project area as it lies within the
active San Andreas Fault zone. None of the documents I've reviewed address the long-term
maintenance or well replacement needs associated with the project,

2. Inadequate Assessment of Impacts from Well Pumping

Todd’s 2010 (March) “long-term” impact assessment associated with groundwater
pumping results are stated as, ““it is reasonable to assume that average groundwater flow
into the northern rail pond will be reduced at a rate equivalent to the net increase in
production from the Dunes well field (i.e., from 65 gpm to 45 gpm).” This analysis was
completed for “average” groundwater flow conditions only and does not evaluate the
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flow changes associated with single dry-year or multi-year drought conditions - the most
critical time for wetland plants when less than “average year” groundwater supply is
likely available. Thus, it is not unreasonable that an even greater incremental decrease in
water supply would result to wetlands during dry and drought years.

Todd’s 2010 (March) “short-term™ impact assessment associated with groundwater
pumping quantifies the amount of drawdown and cone-of-influence associated with
different pumping scenarios. Similar to Todd’s 2008 estimates of aquifer hydraulic and
storage properties, these calculations are based on a long-list of simplifying assumptions
regarding aquifer characteristics (see footnote 2 this memorandum). Of particular note is
the assumption that, “The formation is uniform in thickness and infinite in areal extent.”
Given the potential for fault traces through and within the area of well pumping
influence, this assumption would not hold true and could lead to significantly different
results in the amount of draw-down and/or extent of cone-of-depression. In addition to
being a method to best quantify reliable yields from the new well, an aquifer (pump) test
would also be a standard method to better quantify, if not verify, the potential “short-
term” impacts from pumping.

Todd’s 2010 (March) “short-term” impact assessment of pumping also assumes what
they state as a “conservative” pumping cycle of 18-hours a day in order to allow water
levels in the wells to recover. However, they also state that current pumping conditions
are, “equivalent to a combined rate of 100 gpm over 24 hours”. If pumping actually
occurs for 24 hours, or continuously, then it would take a little more than a week for the
cone-of-depression to reach the wetlands. Therefore, the project Mitigated Negative
Declaration should provide a mitigation measure that no such continuous pumping
scheme should occur, otherwise there will be a significant impact to the downstream
wetlands.

The BBPUD does not present an assessment of the cumulative impacts to the
downstream wetlands associated with pumping from the new well in combination with
the other Duncs well field wells. As reiterated from above, Todd (March 2010) states
that the incremental impact of the new well reduces flow to the downstream wetlands by,
“a rate equivalent to the net increase in production from the Dunes well field. " Based on
this conclusion, it can be assumed that the current pumping from the Dune well field has
already reduced sroundwater flow to the downstream wetland by 100 spm, a value
equivalent to the cumulative well field pumping rate reported by Todd (March 2010).
Todd (March 2010) also quantifies the current inflow to the wetlands at 65 gpm, thus,
using the Todd estimates, the natural or pre-Dunes well field pumping groundwater
supply to the downstream Rail Pond and wetlands would sum to 165gpm. Thus, under
current conditions, well pumping from the Dunes well field has resuited in a 60% loss of
historic/natural water supply to the downstream wetlands, while the proposed future
project cumulative pumping rate of 120 gpm will {Todd, March 2010) yield a cumulative
reduction of 73% of natural supply to the wetland. Surely these current total and added
potential future losses of water supply to the wetlands posses a significant adverse impact
to health, extent, water quality and sustainability of the wetlands. As discussed above,
these impacts are ltikely further exacerbated during dry and drought years.
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Finally, current studies of sea-level rise along the California coast project a rise from 1.0-
to 1.4-meters (m) by the year 2100 (Pacific Institute, 2009; 1PCC, 2007,

USACE, 2009). The BBPUD does not present any evaluation of the potential impacts of
salt water intrusion to the project wells associated with anticipated rises in sea-level.
Therefore, this should be considered a potential significant impact until demonstrated
otherwise.

3. Inadequate Assessment of Impacts to Wetlands within Project Area of Influence
There is a north-south continuum of wetfand habitats between Bodega Bay and the Bay
Flat Road well site (the Project). To the south lies the open water, tidally influenced Rail
Pond that displays marine through brackish water salinity. The salinity and water level in
the Rail Pond is primarily controlled by tidal exchange with Bodega Bay via culverts
under Westshore Road. The Rail Pond wetlands are described as foliows in the Coastal
Commission’s 1979 report (pg. 4):

“The freshwater/brackish rail ponds which occur between Bay Flat and Westshore Roads
along the north rim of Bodega Harbor are significant wetland habitats. Separated now
Jfrom the harbor by the Construction of Westshore Road on fill during the 1960s, the
ponds are nonetheless historic wetland/tidal areas which maintain hydrologic continuity
with the harbor and with upland feeder streams and springs. This continuity is
maintained, among other means, by flow under the roads through culverts. Springs or
other seeps may also contribute. The habitat value of the ponds was described in the
report “Natural Resources of the North Central Coast Region", a report prepared for the
Regional Commission in 1973, These marsh-pond areas support a variety of rails,
including the Sora and Virginia rails, and have become a favorite bird-watching area.”
The Bay-dominated, open-water tidal wetiands of the Rail Pond transition quickly into a
fresh-water (to slightly brackish based on season and tides) wetland that fringes the north
side of the Rail Pond. The freshwater wetland fringe on the north side of the Rait Pond is
dominated by freshwater plant communities. WRA (2010, pg 8-9.) provides a good
description regarding the hydrologic conditions that snstain the fresh-water fringe
wetlands:

“Constant fresh water seepage outflow from the dune field prevents saline water from
infiltrating into the soil and keeps the root zones of plants supplied with fresh water
which supports the dominance of a freshwater plant community around the pond. At the
most, there may be slight natural fluctuation in saline-fresh water balance that naturally
occurs between winter and summer months (i.e., perhaps slightly increasing salinity in
warmer, dry summer months and slightly decrease salinity in cooler, wetter winter
months) to which the existing plant community has adapted.”

Because the Rail Ponds are dominated by high-salinity water and there is minimal surface
water inflow to the freshwater fringe wetlands, the freshwater supply to the fringe
wetlands is groundwater, either as direct subsurface flow or from seeps and springs
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within and along the upslope margins of the fringe wetlands. It also appears that the
freshwater wetland occurs on the north side of Bay Flat Road, based on the following
statement by the Coastal Commission in their 1979 report regarding a site immediately
adjacent to the Bay Flat Road well project (property currently owned by Kepner and
formerly by Frank):

“The marsh and riparian vegetation at the bottom of the dune, along Bay Flat Road, is
visually a part of the same marsh/riparian vegetation pattern that flourishes in the marsh
belt between the old and the new roads (that is, between the historic Bay Flat Road and
the new road, Westshore Road, built on fill in the carly 1960s).”

The ecological importance of the wetlands within the influence of the project actions is
stated well in the Coastal Commission’s 1979 report;

“Section 30231 of the Coastal Act specifies that the biological productivity of coastal
waters and wetlands shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored. Means to achieve
those objectives include (but are not restricted to) maintaining natural vegetation buffer
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.”

The Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan (LCP; 2001) also advocates for the protection of
wetlands, marshes, ponds, and seeps. Of relevance to the Bay Flat Road well project is
recommiendation number 27 in Chapter Il of the LCP, which states, “Prohibit new water
diversions from streams that feed wetlandys without establishing limits on diversion
sufficient to protect the wetland.” Although the project is not diverting a stream, they are
diverting water supply to the wetland, which is consistent with the spirit and intent of the
recommendation which acknowledges the importance of preserving the freshwater supply
to wetlands.

In light of the historic importance placed on the Rail Pond wetlands by the Coastal
Commission and County Local Coastal Plan, it is an omission that the BBPUD
environmental compliance documents fail to evaluate potential significant impacts to the
freshwater fringe and upland wetlands given: a) their acknowledgement on the fringe
wetland’s dependence on fresh groundwater supply; and b) the stated long-term impact
that fresh groundwater flows to the fringe wetlands and downstream receiving rail pond
will be reduced by 31-percent (reduction from 65-gpm to 45-gpm in groundwater supply
to raii pond; Todd, March, 2010), or “at a rate equivalent to the net increase in production
from the Dunes well field” (Todd, March 2010). The BBPUD can not claim that the
lack of required wetland impact assessments was because they were not aware of the
downstream freshwater wetlands. On the contrary, the BBPUD 2007 Master Water Plan
(Brelje & Race, 2007) states that the Bay Flat Road well site was selected because of the
wetlands. Specifically, in reference to sighting potential well sites, page 24 of the Master
Water Plan states:

“An area between Bay Flat Road and Dunes Well No. 4 appears to be promising because
Jfresh water seeps. below this areas year round. Suitable locations would have to be
identified and test wells drilled before the feasibility of this alternative could be fully
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determined. District staff have discussed the potential for a well with property owners in
this area. Recent discussions with one property owner have been positive.”

In addition, the water quality study completed by Brelje & Race (2010) on behalf of the
BBPUD did not characterize the existing conditions or evaluate potential water quality
impacts to the freshwater fringe wetlands. Their study focused solely on salinity impacts
to open-water portion of the Rail Pond, a system and habitat type not dependent on
freshwater inflows, but dominated by tidal exchange of Bay water. Nor is there a
quantification of potential impacts to the fringe and upland wetiands associated with
reduced groundwater supply.

Through their environmental compliance process, the BBPUD started out by completely
omitting any analysis of potential impacts to the freshwater wetlands, but only addressed
such impacts in response to County PRMD comments and recommendations. In
response, the BBPUD’s water quality analysis (Brelje & Race study mentioned above)
did not include the freshwater fringe and upland wetlands and the reductions in
groundwater supply to the fringe wetlands were simply lumping into a general conclusion
of no potential impact to the Rail Ponds by WRA (2010). Therefore, the conclusions and
statements of no potential impact on local area wetlands from changes in hydrology
provided by WRA, Inc. in their 2010 reports are incorrect.

4. Non-compliance with Sonoma County General Plan Policies

Base on my review of project documents and reports, it appears that the Bay Flat well project
assessments and compliance fail too satisfy many of the Sonoma County General Plan policies
associated with Groundwater and Public Water Systems.

* Policy WR-2e (formerly RC-3h): Require proof of groundwater with a sufficient yield and
quality to support proposed uses in Class 3 and 4 water areas. Require test wells or the
establishment of community water systems in Class 4 water areas.

In light of: a) the inaccurate water supply (water budget) assessment submitted by the
BBPUD; b) fikely reduced well yields and need for maintenance or replacement over
time, and ¢) presence of faults that may limit supply or well yields, the project has failed
to demonstrate proof of adequate groundwater supply or well yields in this water scarce
area that satisfy the needs of the project or that will not impact downstream wetland
resources.

¢ Policy WR-3a: Work with public water suppliers in assessments of the sustainable yield
of surface water, groundwater, recycled water and conserved water, including during
possible drought periods. This work should include the exploration of potentially feasible
alternative water supplies. Surface and groundwater supplies must remain sustainable and
not exceed safe yields,

Even in light of a water supply analysis based on recharge estimates that are erroneously
high, no BBPUD assessments were completed to evaluate the availability of
groundwater supplies during dry or drought years, There also does not appear to have
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been a formal evaluation or documentation of potential feasible alternative water
supplies. Given the likely long-term problems with decreased well yields due to screen
clogging that occur at Dune well field, it would seem prudent for BBPUD to evaluate
sources of alternative supply. Possible alternative supplies identified during my review
that may prove worthy of further investigation include the following.

1) Increased pumping from the Roppolo well field. There do not appear to be
the long-term yield-decreases and maintenance needs at this site and existing
wells appear to have much higher production rates than the Dune field wells.

2) Increased wet-season pumping and storage from the existing Salmon Creek
wells,

3) Water conservation.

4) Rectify water losses experienced by the District, which are characterized as
“relatively high levels of water loss” in the BBPUD’s own Master Water Plan
(pg 14; Brelje & Race, 2007). Historical water losses between 2001 and 2006
(last year reported in Water Master Plan) indicate an increase in loss from 5%
to around 18%. The BBPUD has public trust to use water in a beneficial
manner. Inefficiencies in their system are no excuse to draw more water and
use in the same inefficient manner at the expense to tax-payers and the natural
environment.

» Policy WR-3b: Support 10 the extent feasible the actions and facilities needed by public
waler suppliers to supply waler sufficient to meet the demands that are estimated in
adopted master facilities plans, consistent with adopted general plans, urban water
management plans and the sustainable yields of the available resources and in 2 manner
protective of the natural environment.

As discussed above, it appears that the proposed project has not demonstrated that
increased groundwater is available from the Dune well field in a long-term, sustainable
fashion or in a manner that protects the downstream freshwater wetlands. Therefore, the
project should demonstrate how it does not pose any potential significant impacts to the
important and sensitive freshwater-brackish wetlands downstream and within the zone of
influence of the proposed Bay Flat Road well.

e Sonoma Local Coastal Plan: As part of the development of the Local Coastal
Plan (LCP; page 111-4), the environmental resources of the Sonoma Coast were
identitied, reviewed and mapped by a biological consulting firm, the
Environmental Technical Advisory Committee and staff. Based on this
assessment a hierarchy of environmental sensitivity was established. Especially
sensitive areas are designated Sanctuary-Preservation; the more important
environmental resource areas are designated Conservation; the remaining
environmental resources are designated Potentially Sensitive. Sanctuary-
Preservation areas are the most environmentaily sensitive areas along the coast.
They correspond to "Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas" as defined in the
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1976 Coastal Act Sections 30107.5 and 30240. No development other than nature
trails and resource dependent uses shall be allowed within such areas.

The LCP also designates many locals and habitat types within the Bay Flat well
project area-of-influence as Sanctuary-Preservation areas. Specifically, page III-
10 of the LCP states:

"Bodega Harbor is an area of high natural resource value, combined with
intensive activities of commercial and sport fishing, passive recreation, and
educational institutions. The natural resources of the are include a salt marsh
which is rare on the northern California coast and which would benefit from
restorative measures, tidal mud flats; freshwater-brackish water on the west side
and north end of the harbor.

Sanctuary-Preservation Areas.

o Freshwater marshes on west side and at north end of Bodega Harbor
Ocean, rocky intertidal, and sandy beach of the Bodega Marine Life
Refuge

Bodega Rock

Freshwater marsh along Salmon Creek

Dunes and mud flats on the north side of Doran Park

Rare and/or endangered plant sites

Ponds, reservoirs, seeps

Freshwater marsh areas north of the entrance road to Bodega Dunes
State Park and at the north end of the harbor

Marsh areas al the southeust side of Bodega Harbor

Seabird nest sites near Bodega Head

Riparian areas of Salmon Creek

Riparian areas west of the entrance road to the State Park and at the
north end of the harbor.”

o]

O 0 0O 0 0 0

O 0 00

Therefore, the project should demonstrate how it does not pose any potential significant
impacts to the important and sensitive freshwater-brackish wetlands downstream and
within the zone of influence of the proposed Bay Flat Road well.
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ATTACMENT A
List of Documents Reviewed (sorted by date)

November 2, 1979, State of California, Dept. of Parks and Recreation, Sonoma Coast
State Beach Agreement with BBPUD.

March 17, 1987, State of California, Dept. of Parks and Recreation, Sonoma Coast State
Beach Agreement with BBPUD, Amendment No. 1.

October 5, 1998, Letter from Linda Kepner to Andy Gustavson, Sonoma County PRMD.

October 6, 1998, Letter from Linda Kepner to Andy Gustavson, Sonoma County PRMD.
Inctudes 5/10/79 deed restrictions to Kepner parcel by North Central Coast Regional
Commission and Commission Staff Report dated 4/30/79.

February 14, 2006, Letter from Zachary C. Rounds, P.E., CA Dept. of Public Health
Services to Janice M. Oakley, P.E., Sonoma District Engineer; subject: Source
capacity requirement — Bodega Bay PUD.

February 23, 2006, Letter from CA Dept. of Public Health, Drinking Water Field
Operations Branch, Santa Rosa to BBPUD; subject: Source capacity requirements,

April 16, 2007, Letter from CA Dept. of Public Health, Drinking Water Field Operations
Branch, Santa Rosa to BBPUD; subject; Draft Master Water Plan Comments.

June 27, 2007, Letter from CA Dept. of Public Health, Drinking Water Field Operations
Branch, Santa Rosa to Brelje & Race; subject: June 5, 2007 Master Water Plan
Comments response.

August 2007, Master Water Plan, BBPUD, prepared by Brelje & Race Consulting
Engineers.

February 15, 2008, Letter from CA Dept. of Public Health, Drinking Water Field
Operations Branch, Santa Rosa to BBPUD,; subject: Water supply permit amendment.

June 19, 2008, Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration, Bay Fiat
Road Well project.

June 19,2008, Mitigated Negative Declaration, Bay Flat Road Well project.

July 2008, Assessment of Groundwater Resources, Dunes and Roppolo Well Fields,
Bodega Bay, CA, Prepared by Todd Engineers.

July 25,2008, Letter from CA Dept. of Public Health, Drinking Water Field Operations
Branch, Santa Rosa to BBPUD; subject: Water supply permit amendment.
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August 8, 2008, Email from Doug Macmiilan (California Coastal Commission) to Rod
Huls, subject: Coastal Commission questions.

May 22,2009, Email from Richard Ingram (Brelje & Race) to Janet Mantua (BBPUD),
subject: pursuit of Coastal Permit.

June 6, 2009, Planning Application Sonoma County PRMD, Bay Flat Road Well and
transmission line project.

July 2,2009, Comment letter from Cynthia Demindovich (Sonoma PRMD) to Janet
Mantua (BBPUD) re: Bay Flat Road well project Mitigated Negative Declaration.

July 30, 2009, Email from Richard Ingram (Brelje & Race) to Janet Mantua (BBPUD),
subject: Coastal Permit.

October 19, 2009, Email from Richard Ingram (Brelje & Race) to Janet Mantua
(BBPUD), subject: attachment of chronology of events re: Bay Flat Well (Coastal
Permit Timeline).

October 22, 2009, RGH Consultants letter report to BBPUD re: seismic foundation
considerations, Bay Flat Road well project.

November 24, 2009, Email from Justin Witt (Brelje & Race) to Janet Mantua (BBPUD),
subject; project biological issues.

December 9, 2009, Comment letter from Jonathan Tracy (Sonoma PRMD) to Janet
Mantua (BBPUD) re: Bay Flat Road well project.

January 4, 2010, Email from Justin Witt (Brelje & Race) to Janet Mantua (BBPUD),
subject: reply to PRMD comments.

January 11,2010, Email from Justin Witt (Brelje & Race) to Janet Mantua (BBPUD),
subject; wetland delineation.

January 15,2010, Email from Justin Witt (Brelje & Race) to Janet Mantua (BBPUD),
subject: reply to PRMD comments.

February 23, 2010, Memorandum from Brelje & Race to BBPUD, subject Harbor Flat
Road Rail Pond Study, B&R File No. 1817.06.

March 2010, Biological Resources Assessment, Bodega Bay Flat Road Well Project,
prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants for BBPUD.
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March 23, 2010, Technical Memorandum, BBPUD — Proposed Bay Flat Road Production
Well Assessiment of Groundwater Flow into Rail Pond between Bay Flat Road and
Westshore Road, Prepared by Todd Engineers.

March 29, 2009, Email from M. Sean Jeane (Brelje & Race) to Jim Flugum et al., subject
Coastal Permit

June 7, 2010, Comment letter from Richard Stabler (Sonoma PRMD) to Cynthia
Demidovich (Sonoma PRMD) re: Bay Flat Road well project Use Permit.

July 8, 2010, Email from Richard Stabler (Sonoma PRMD) to Cynthia Demidovich
(Sonoma PRMD) re: Bay Flat Road Rail Pond TDS Salinity Study.

July 13,2010, Technical Memorandum, BBPUD - Proposed Bay Flat Road Production
Well Evaluation of Potential for Local LLand Subsidence, Prepared by Todd
Engineers.

(Undated), Letter from Peter Warner (Botanical and Ecological Consulting) to Tom
Beavers, subject: biological observations at well site vicinity.

August 18, 2010, Memorandum from Brelje & Race to Cynthia Demidovich and David
Hardy (Sonoma PRMD); subject: Project information PRMD File: PLP09-0057.

August 3, 2010, Letter from WRA to Claudia Gorham (Meyers Nave), subject: Bay Flat
Road Well Project, Bodega Bay PUD (response to Peter Warner) biological
assessment of project site,

September 24, 2010, Letter from Anthony Cohen, Clement, Fitzpatrick & Kenworthy to
Sonoma County PRMD; subject: Notice of Appeal: PRMD tile number PIP0O9-0057
(Bay Flat Road well project).

October 22, 2010, Letter from Sonoma PRMD to Interested Agencies; subject:
chlorination facility permit application for Bay Flat Road well project.

June 3,201, Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (File No. PLP09-0057).
Prepared by Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department,
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assellr
Cnvironmicrrtard
Sltinge

County of Sonoma Board of Supervisors
575 Administration Drive, Room 100 A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

March 8, 2011

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF CEQA DOCUMENTS FOR BAY FLAT ROAD WELL
INSTALLATION PROJECT

Honorable Supervisors;

Grassetti Environmental Consulting (GECo) has been retained by Bodega Bay Concerned
Citizens (BBCC) to review the Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration (I5/ND) for the Bodega
Bay Public Utilities District’s (BBPUD) proposed Bay Flat Road Well Installation Project. This
review was prepared by Richard Grassetti, GECo Principal. I have over 30 years of experience
preparing and reviewing CEQA documents; my qualifications are attached to this letter.

The Inital Study for this project was originally adopted by the BBPUD in June 2008.
Subsequently, numerous comments regarding the deficiency of that report were provided to the
County Community Development Department staff for its consideration in determining the
adequacy of that IS/MND for its use in considering County permits required for the well
project to proceed. We have been provided with numerous additional technical reports
prepared by the applicant’s consultants to “backfill” technical deficiencies in the 2008 IS/MND.
Many of these documents were prepared in response to requests from County staff, who
identified a number of data gaps in the original IS/MND. Other documents were prepared in
response to comments submitted by affected stakeholders and concerned citizens who were not
noticed at the time of the original IS/MND, and therefore did not have the opportunity to
comment at that time. It is my understanding that the County proposes to use these documents
in preparing a Subsequent or Supplemental Initial Study".

Peer reviews of the original IS/ MND and subsequent hydrologic, geologic, water quality, and
biological resources reports were conducted in March 2011 by Peter Baye’ and Kamman
Hydrology and Engineering’ on behalf of BBCC. The Baye and Kamman reports also presented
additional analyses and information omitted from the IS and applicant’s consultants’ reports.

I have reviewed the 2008 IS/MND, the applicant’s subsequent technical documents for
compliance with CEQA requirements. My review also considered information presented in the

1 The appropriatencss of this type of CEQA document for the proposed project is discussed under “CEQA Document
and Lead Agency Issues”, below

2 Peter Baye, Ph.D, Botanist and Coastal Ecologist, Lettr report to Rose Zoia, March 4, 2011

3 Kamman Hydrology and Engineering, Inc,, Preliminary review of BBPUD Bay Flat Well [astallation Project, March
2,2011
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Baye and Kamman technical peer reviews and technical reports. The information reviewed
indicates that the CEQA documentation tor the project does not provide support a Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Further, the Baye and Kamman reports, along with my own assessment
of the project’s potential growth-inducing impacts, provides evidence that clearly exceeds the
threshold of a “fair argument” that significant environmental impacts could occur as a result of
the project. Therefore, it is my professional opinion that an Environmental Impact Report is
required to be prepared for the project. The bases for these conclusions are detailed below.

CEQA REQUIREMENTS

The primary purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are to inform the
public and decision makers of the potential adverse environmental impacts of a project, and to
identify mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate those impacts. Preparation of an Initial
Study is the first step in identifying those environmental impacts and determining if any
impacts could potentially be significant. CEQA requires that an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) must be prepared if there is a fair argument that the project “may have a significant effect
on the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record “ (CEQA Statutes
section 21082.2) (emphasis added). Under this low threshold, if any impacts could be
potentially significant and are not clearly mitigated to less-than-significant levels by measures
identified in the IS/ MND, the preparation of a full or focused Environmental Impact Report is
required. Further, if an Initial Study finds that the project may result in an unavoidable
significant environmental impact, and EIR must be prepared.

CEQA documents also are required to consider growth-inducing impacts of a project
(Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) and Initial Study Checklist item XIII (a) along with indirect
impacts of any induced growth. Growth inducing project include infrastructure expansions,
such as new water supplies or wastewater treatment facilities, if the lack of those
new/expanded facilities are impeding growth. CEQA also requires consideration of cumulative
impacts in the IS. The CEQA statutes and Guidelines establish Mandatory Findings of
Significance (triggering preparation of an EIR) if “The project has possible environmental etfects
that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. ‘Cumulatively considerable’ means
that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of likely
future projects.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a) (3))

With respect to the scope of the subject of the environmental review, CEQA requires that an
Initial Study consider “the whole of an action which has the potential to result in ...a physical
change in the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a)). This means that all aspects of
the project must be considered.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION ISSUES

A complete project description would provide all of the information necessary to assess the
project’s potential environmental impacts. The project description also is required to be
consistent and stable to allow an accurate environmental review. We have identified at least one
substantive change between the 2008 Initial Study and the project as currently proposed. The
proposed chlorination shed has been relocated such that it now would be directly above canyon
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with surface flow connection the non-tidal freshwater roadside marsh/potential CRLF habitat.
This revision to the project description should be addressed in the County’s CEQA review.

TECHNICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT ISSUES
Overall Comments

Overall, the 2008 Initial Study/Negative Declaration has numerous technical deficiencies and
inadequacies. In general, it focused on project footprint impacts, and failed to consider off-site
impacts. It also failed to conduct any meaningful analyses on environmental topics other than
cultural resources. As summarized below, it is comprised mainly of unsupported conclusions
and offers no evidence that impacts would not be significant.. Major technical problems with
the Initial Study and subsequent}i submitted e‘,l.lpportinﬂg1 documentation (that was not part of
the administrative record when the BBPUC approved their project) are summarized by topic
below.

Aesthetics

The aesthetics analysis fails to consider the relocation of the chlorination shed. Further, it fails
to address potential damage to trees as a result of trenching immediately adjacent to a row of
mature trees on the Beaver’s property. In addition, it fails to assess changes in visual quality of
the hillside and marsh margins below the property that may result from changes in vegetation
due to the project’s reducing or eliminating spring flows on and at the base of that hillside.

Air Quality

The air quality assessment is devoid of any data or analysis. It consists solely of conclusions. In
addition, it fails to address potential secondary air pollution emissions associated with the
project’s growth-inducement of up to approximately 200 residential units (see discussion of
Growth Inducement, below). The analysis should be revised to include, at a minimum, a
screening level analysis of potential impacts of both the project itself and potential induced
development.

Biological Resources

This 2008 IS section included no data or actual analysis. It consists solely of conclusions. Given
the numerous sensitive ecological resources that may be either directly or indirectly affected by
the project, this “analysis” fails to meet even the most basic CEQA disclosure purposes.

In response to requests from County staff, the applicant provided supplemental biological
documentation intended to support the IS/MND’s conclusions. Those reports were peer-
reviewed in the Baye and Kamman reports, which also have been submitted to the County.

The Baye and Kamman reports provided substantial evidence that the IS and subsequently
developed BBPUC technical analyses completely omitted or failed to identify the full impacts
on sensitive species and habitats. Specifically, as documented by Baye:
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+ The Initial Study limited its biological review to the project footprint, thereby failing to
assess potential indirect and off-site impacts of the project.

+ The IS and subsequent supporting documentation fail to address impacts of release of
hypochlorite solution into the wetlands in the event of accidental spill or seismic
shaking/ rupture along the San Andreas Fault zone, on which the site is located.

» The IS failed to address impacts to wetland areas and concluded that no such impacts
existed. The subsequent biological assessments used incorrect biclogical, salinity and
hydrologic analyses to support those conclusions, As documented in the Baye report,
the open-water salinity studies conducted by the project engineers fail to address soil
pore salinity, which is the critical factor for the survival of the freshwater wetland
species fringing the landward side of the Rail Ponds. Further, Baye sampled the salinity
of those areas and found freshwater conditions not considered in any of the applicant’s
reports. Baye also found that the WRA criteria used to identify potential impacts to the
wetlands was in error; WRA considered ceasing of freshwater seepage as their criteria,
while Baye explained that biologically significant changes could occur from reduced
seepage rates that allow root-zone salinity levels to rise.

The Kamman report reviewed the applicant’s hydrologic studies and found that the
groundwater analyses were incomplete and inadequate, and that there was a substantial
potential for groundwater pumping to adversely affect the freshwater flows supporting
the wetlands and therefore the wetlands themselves.

* Nowhere in the documentation provided are potential impacts to wetlands from
cumulative groundwater withdrawal by BBPUD wells assessed.

* The IS/MND failed to disclose or assess potentially significant impacts to suitable
habitat for numerous special-status species, as well as the presence of several such
species within the potentially affected area. These include state and/or federally
protected species: the California red-legged frog, tidewater goby, Myrtle's silverspot
butterfly, Salt marsh yellowthroat, northern salt-marsh {(Point Reyes) birds-beak, and
other species of concern: Humboldt Bay salt marsh owl’s clover, coastal marsh
milkvetch, Marin knotweed, Bolander’s water hemlock, Franciscan thistle, and Sonoma
alopecurus, Virginia rails, sora. The 2010 WRA Biological Assessment addressed these
species only for the project footprint, and therefore failed to identity potential impacts of
reduced seepage/spring-flows (identified as likely in the Kamman report) on these
species. The Baye report provides substantial, detailed, documentation of these species
and/or their habitats being present or potentially present on-site or in similar habitats
nearby, The Baye report also documented the potential for these species and/or their
habitats to be significantly adversely affected by direct or indirect project impacts.

Because the IS/MND and subsequent reports failed to assess project impacts as summarized
above, they also failed to provide mitigation for those impacts.
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Geology and Soils

The 2008 IS/MND failed to identify the Eroject site as within an Alquist-Priolo fault zone. In
fact the IS/ MND specifically stated that the site was not within such a zone. Potential impacts
on public health and safety, and ecological resources from potential release of water treatment
chemicals have not been assessed. Potential impacts of land subsidence from long-term
cumulative groundwater withdrawal have not been evaluated.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As noted above, potential impacts to health and safety associated with accidental or earthquake-
related release of treatment chemicals have not been evaluated. A statement that those spills
“would be avoided and handled appropriately” (IS/MND, p. 32) is not an analysis of the
likelihood or magnitude of impacts.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The 2008 IS/MND included no analysis of changes in groundwater conditions; no
acknowledgment of the ponds, springs, or seeps; no analysis of salinity; no analysis of drainage
or water quality; no analysis of erosion or sedimentation; and no analysis of water supply. In
short, it contained no analysis other than a single paragraph regarding overall water balance for
the combined Dunes and Roppolo well fields that concluded that there was enough water to
supply a well “under average and drought conditions and should not significantly impact
regional groundwater levels.” This “assessment” was based on a draft report of groundwater
resources prepared by Todd Engineers in February 2008.

The information provided to the County after the BBPUD's approval of the 1S/MND was
reviewed in Kamman Hydrology and Engineering (March 2, 2011 letter report) and also found
to be lacking adequate information to assess project impacts. The Kamman report findings are
summarized below:

* As described under Biological Resources, above, the water quality study by Brulje and
Race (2010) did not characterize the existing conditions or evaluate potential water
quality (salinity) impacts to the seeps and springs that are sustaining the freshwater
vegetation fringing the landward side of the Rail Ponds.

* The “assessment” in the IS/ MND found that the project would reduce flows in the seeps
and springs feeding the Rail Ponds and adjacent vegetation by 31% in a series of dry
years and by 53% in a single dry year, yet, inexplicably, found no impacts to the water
supply or quality of those springs and seeps.

* An aquifer (well pumping and monitoring) text is the standard procedure to quantify
the hydraulic and storage parameters of an aquifer at a well site. Such tests were not
completed for the project site, resulting in guestimates of actual impacts, Given the high
percentage of remaining available supplies to be tapped by the proposed new weli, this
approach dces not provide adequate evidence that the proposed project would not
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result in significant impacts to the groundwater and associated surface waters. The need
for an aquifer test is made more important because of the unknown effects of the San
Andreas fault on the aquifer. Faults act as barriers to groundwater flows. This fact was
not taken into consideration by the Todd 2008 and 2010 groundwater studies, which
assumed a homogeneous and laterally continuous aquifer. In short, the size and supply
of the aquifer are not well enough described/evaluated to determine what the project’s
impacts on the aquifer and associated water features may be, but, given the magnitude
of the proposed pumping in the context of the aquifer, they could well be significant.
Kamman concluded that under 24-hour pumping, the cone of depression would reach
the Rail Ponds within a week.

» The water budget calculated by Todd Engineers in 2008 “grossly overestimates the
annual recharge to the aquifer that supplies the Dunes and Roppolo well fields and
incorrectly states or implies that all water that recharges the aquifer in question is
available... to the wells. Therefore the estimates of available water supply to the project
are inaccurate and significantly inflated.” Kamman details how the Todd assessment
includes significant watershed areas that lie outside of and do not contribute to the
Dunes and Roppolo well fields. In addition, some of the watershed considered as
contributing to the project well field is downgradient of the proposed well, and
therefore clearly not contributory, This means that impacts to the aquifer and associated
springs and seeps (and habitats and species dependent on them) are likely to be
substantially understated. It also means that impacts to the aquifer overall may be
significantly understated.

* The assessment of well pumping does not consider cumulative impacts to the aquifer
and associated freshwater flows to the Rail Ponds from existing wells in addition to the
proposed well. Using the Todd estimates, Kamman estimated that, under current
conditions, pumping from the Dunes well field has already resuited in a 60% loss of
natural/ historic freshwater supply to downstream wetlands, and the proposed project
will yield a cumulative reduction of 73% of the flows to those wetlands. The IS/MND
and subsequent technical analyses prepared for the BBPUD fail entirely to evaluate the
potential effects of this cumulative loss of freshwater to the ponds and fringing
wetlands. The effects of this loss of freshwater supply in combination with projected sea
level rise also should be considered.

Land Use and Planning

The IS/MND states that the proposed project “is not in conflict with the Sonoma County
General Plan or the Local Coastal Plan” (LCP), but offers no analysis or evidence to support this
conclusion. We are not aware of any supporting evidence being submitted to the County
regarding this issue. As detailed in the Kamman report, the proposed project fails to
demonstrate compliance with a number of General Plan and LCP policies associated with
Groundwater and Public Water Systems, including, but not limited to:

* Policy WR2e - requiring proof of sufficient groundwater yield, and
* Policy WR-3a — exploration of feasible sustainable alternative water supplies

Exhibit 1

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)
Appeals

Page 52 of 101



Sonoma County Board of Supervisors March 12, 2011
Bay Flat Road Well Installation Project Page 7

Further, the LCP also includes a policy that:

30240. (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat vatues, and only uses dependent on such resources shall
be allowed within such areas. (b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally
sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible
with the continuance of such habitat areas.

The proposed project also would conflict with the Sonoma Local Coastal Plan’s policies to
preserve and protect Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. P. IlI-10 of the LCP identifies
the “A salt marsh that is rare on the northern California coast and which would benefit from
restorative measures; freshwater-brackish water on the west side and north end of the harbor”.
This geographic area includes the Rail Ponds, the sensitive fresh/brackish water habitats of
which may be adversely affected by the project.

Population and Housing — Growth Inducement
The 2008 Initial Study analyzes the project’s growth-inducement potential as follows:

The proposed project is intended to bring the District into compliance with the Safe
Drinking Water Standards that require water supply to be able to match peal, demands
without reliance on storage, as required by the California Department of Public Health.
The proposed project will not change growth in the area as growth is strictly regulated
by the Local Coastal Plan and the Sonoma County General Plan.

This “analysis” is inadequate on its face. The IS contains no assessment of the current and
planned development in the Bodega Bay area, as permitted under the General Plan. The stated
purpose of the project (Initial Study, p. 5) is to:

...allow the District to provide adequate water service to its existing customers and to
meet future demands, as determined by the Sonoma County General Plan and the
Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan,

The BBPUD's Master Water Plan (Brelje and Race, 2007) states that one of the its main purposes
is to “insure that the expansion program for the water system will continue to be compatible
with the land use element of the 1981 Coastal Plan...” According to that Plan, there were 1862
Residential Use Equivalents in the District, with existing (2006) average daily demand of about
160 gallons per day (gpd)/RUE, with an average daily demand of about 298,000 gallons and a
maximum daily demand of 318,000 gallons. The Plan projects the number of RUEs at buildout
of the General Plan at 2080, with average daily demand of 220 gallons/day/RUE and maximum
daily demand of 410 gpd/RUE. This equates to a projected daily demand ranging from 462,000
gallons (average day} to 861,000 gallons (maximum day). This is a major increase in demand
over the existing conditions. It should be noted that demand has not been increasing because
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the State Department of Health Services (DHS) has placed a moratorium on new hookups until
the water supply is increased’,

The existing wells produce approximately 705 gallons/minute if all wells are producing, but
one of the wells may need to be idled during certain high-demand months, resulting in a
current safe supply of 570 gpm. This is sufficient to meet current (2006) maximum daily
demands of 513 gpm (Brelje and Race, p. 23). However, DHS requires that the District have
adequate supplies even if one well is down. The current supply does not meet that standard,
therefore DHS recommended that the County place a moratorium on new hookups until it
demonstrates sufficient capacity to serve the additional connections”.

The proposed new well, along with additional storage facilities, would exceed the DHS
mandates for current demand, and would meet or exceed the anticipated demand at full
buildout under the General Plan. Because the new supply would exceed the supply necessary
to meet existing demands plus DHS safety buffers, and because growth in Bodega Bay is limited
by water supply, there is a fair argument that further expanding the water supply to serve the
additional 218 RUEs would induce growth of up to 208 residential units (or tﬂeir equivalents)
that could not otherwise occur. Therefore, the impacts of the induced growth on sewage
treatment, traffic, land use, natural resources, and other environmental issues must be analyzed
in the CEQA documents for this project. This analysis is not abstract or conceptual - it is my
understanding that several developments have been proposed on vacant sites in the town that
cannot move forward until this supply is in place. Itis also my understanding that at least one
of these developments may have contributed financially to the fund the currently proposed well
permitting activities, which would further link the proposed project to potential new growth.

Public Services, Recreation, Traffic, and Utilities

The 208 IS/MND conducts no analysis and identifies no impacts associated with public
services, recreation, traffic, or utilities. As discussed above, the project could induce the growth
of over 200 units in Bodega Bay. This would have the potential to create new traffic impact on
the already congested Highway 1 as well as local roadways, which could increase air pollutant
emissions and noise levels in the area. The new development also would require additional
new services and utilities such as sewer systems and police and fire services, and recreational
facilities, all of which should be assessed.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 states, “The Lead Agency shall find that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project
where there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that any of the following
conditions may occur:

* Janice M. Oakley, Sonoma District Engineer, Drinking water Field Operations Branch, California Department
of Health Services, letter to Ray Huls, Bodega Bay Public Utilities District, February 23, 2006.
% Ihid
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1. The project has the potential to substantially 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, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare, or threatened species....

2. The project has the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals.

3. The project has potential effects that are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable....

As described above, the Baye and Kamman reports present substantial evidence that the project
may substantially reduce important, sensitive, habitats, and substantially reduce the number
and restrict the range of endangered, rare, or threatened species. Kamman also provides
evidence that potentially significant hydrologic impacts may result from the proposed project.
Further, those reports conclude that cumulative groundwater withdrawals also may even more
severely adversely affect these resources. Finally, as described above, the project would induce
growth that would further exacerbate cumulative impacts and result in additional potentially
significant impacts on other resources.

CEQA DOCUMENT AND LEAD AGENCY ISSUES

Email correspondence between Rebecca Beavers and County staft in February 2011 indicates
that the County proposes to prepare a Supplemental Initial Study for this project, acting in a
capacity as Responsible Agency. Under this approach, the County would revise the BBPUD's
Initial Study for use in considering approval of County land use permits. However there is no
provision in the CEQA Guidelines for preparation of such a document. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15162 provides for Subsequent Negative Declarations and Guidelines Section 15164
provides for Negative Declaration Addendums, but Section 15163, which applies to EIR
Supplements, has no provisions for Supplemental Initial Studies or Negative Declarations.
Moreover, only Lead Agencies may approve Subsequent Negative Declarations.

The County’s use of a Supplemental Initial Study for this project would be inappropriate, even
if it were permitted by statute. Supplemental EIRs are permitted when “Only minor additions
or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequate to apply to the project in the
changed situation” (Guidelines Section 15163(a) (2)). As detailed below, the BBPUC’s 2008
IS/ MND was wholly inadequate in that it failed to analyze any of the key impacts, relied upon
entirely unsupported conclusions for its findings, and failed to identify, assess, or mitigate
numerous potentially significant environmental impacts.

The County’s use of a Subsequent Initial Study for the pr(t)glect would depend on the conditions
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 being satisfied by the project. 'That section applies to
changes in the project or in circumstances that might result in new or more severe impacts than
identified in the Lead Agency’s IS, or new information is developed that was not known and
could not have been known at the time that the lead agency adopted the original IS/MND, and
that information indicates new or more severe impacts would occur or new mitigation
measures or alternatives are needed and are not adopted. in this case, although new
information indicating new and more severe environmental impacts has been developed, it is
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not clear that such information could not have been identified at the time of the original project
approval, had the Lead Agency bothered to actually do an analysis of the impacts.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15052 provides an alternative and appropriate vehicle for the County
to use in this case. Under that section, “the Responsible Agency shall assume the role of Lead
Agency when ...... The Lead Agency prepared inadequate environmental documents without
consulting with the Responsible Agency as required by Sections 15072 or 15082 and the statute
of limitations has expires for a challenge to the action of the appropriate Lead Agency.”
(Guideline Section 15052(a)(3). Absent evidence that the BBPUD appropriately consulted with
the County, it is my professional opinion that the proper approach for the County to take at this
juncture is to assume Lead Agency status and then prepare a full or focused EIR addressing all
of the issues identified as inadequately considered in the 2008 IS/MND in this letter.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the above analysis, it is my professional opinion that there is substantial information
on the record that a number of significant impacts may result from implementation of the
project {and cumulative projects). It is my professicnal opinion that the deficiencies outlined
above are substantial enough to warrant the County’s assumption of Lead Apgency status and
preparation of a full or focused EIR for the project (addressing project-specific, growth-induced
and cumulative impacts).

Please feel free to call me at 510 849-2354 if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely

Richard Grassettt
Principal
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4 foot deep trenching will pass thru
the roots of these trees
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BODEGA BAY CONCERNED CITIZENS Coyg

P. O. Box 815
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

October 11, 2011

Charles Lester, Executive Director
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
North Central Coast District Office

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

ATTENTION: Ruby Pap, District Supervisor
Dear Director Lester,

The BODEGA BAY CONCERNED CITIZENS wish to thank you for your
acceptance of our appeal dated October 4, 2011 with regard to the following
project:

Commission Appeal No. A-2-SON-11-037
Sonoma County Project File No. PLP09-0057
Bodega Bay Public Utilities District, Applicant
Bay Flat Road Well Project, Bodega Bay

Quwr initial appeal contained technical reports from Dr. Peter R. Baye, Ph.D.,
Coastal Ecologist & Botanist, Gregory Kamman of Kamman Hydrology &
Engineering, Inc. and Richard Grassetti, Grassetti Environmental
Consulting. These documents, prepared on behalf of the Bodega Bay
Concerned Citizens, contain complete reviews of all of the documents made
available and obtained from both the applicant and County of Sonoma and
more than meet the criteria for fair argument in opposition to the project.

This letter and its enclosures contain additional information not sent with the
initial appeal due to time constraints. Among the enclosures you will find an
update from Dr. Baye with regard to the installation of the chlorination shed
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Page 2 — Letter of October 11, 2011 re A-2-SON-11-037

approved at the September 27™ hearing extension, along with other
information with regard to other aspects pointing to the need for
preservation of this sensitive Sanctuary Preservation area. Also enclosed are
more photographs with regard to the project and their relevance to the site
plans submitted by Brelje & Race for the project. A list of the enclosures is
a part of this addendum.

Once again, we thank you for your acceptance of our appeal and look
forward to working with you. Should you desire more information, we are
available at the above address or at 707-875-2297 and briarepach(@@aol.com.

Sincerely,
BODEGA BAY CONCERNED CITIZENS

%Mﬁ.é}b@x/

Margaret Briare, Representative

Enclosures as listed
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List of Enclosures Sent With Addendum dated October 11, 2011:

L.

Additional comments from Peter R. Baye dated September 27, 2011
regarding relocation of chlorine shed and the feasibility of the
proposed modified condition 8.

Excerpts from Natural Resources of the North Central Coast Region
and Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as prepared by the Coastal
Commission for the area.

Excerpts from the North Central Coast Regional District, California
Coastal Commission Initial Summary Report dated April 30, 1979.
Information on location of the chlorination shed issues. Photo shows
the road now owned by resident Linda Kepner being acquired via
condemnation by the applicant. This is precisely the area protected in
the Initial Summary Report. Site plans did not show the protected
wetlands at the base of the road that are an important part of the
freshwater flow into the Rail Ponds. Note where some of the protected
trees have already been cut down adjacent to the shed site.,

. Site Plan prepared by Brelje & Race for the applicant shows proposed

trenching within the base and root zone of the irreplacable landmark
trees which make up an important part of the Sanctuary area and
contain nests for osprey, hawks, owls and other raptors. [see letter
from Darrell B. Sukovitzen dated July 7, 2011].

Partial list of agencies and individuals who have joined us in
opposition to the project. Many of them testified at the hearings before
the Board of Supervisors and submitted testimony on the issues.
Important photograph taken by Don Coates, Geologist with the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. Photo shows wetland
area directly adjacent to the well site (approx. 40 fi. downslope).
Fences shown in the photograph are the property lines for 1677 and
1681 Bay Flat Road. Individual in photo is Paul Keiran, Enforcement
Officer for the RWQCB, pointing directly upslope to the well site.
This wetland was not included in the initial study from WRA

. Letter from Richard Stabler, Environmental Specialist/Biologist for the

County of Sonoma dated June 7, 2010 with regard to groundwater
flows to the Rail Ponds. Mr. Stabler was later asked to recant his
information, but this letter of June 7, 2010 is part of the record.
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Page 2 — List of Enclosures Sent With Addendum dated October 11, 2011.

9. Letter from Jonathon Tracy, Project Revuew Section, Health for the
County of Sonoma with regard to decrease of groundwater discharge to
Bodega Harbor and the impacts to dune flora and fauna. Additional
requested information not found in files or made available.

10.Letters from National Audubon Society and Madrone Audubon
Society regarding the importance of this area and the significant
impacts this project will have on the Sanctuary area and bird
population, along with certificate of designation as a Globally
Important Bird Area.

NOTE. Another important issue that was not evaluated completely by the
applicant and/or County of Sonoma is the issue of ground subsidence and
the cone of depression that could affect the residences at both 1677 and 1681
Bay Flat Road. This issue is discussed in the hydrology report submitted by
Greg Kamman attached to the initial appeal. The cone of depression is
estimated to be approximately 107 ft. in either direction from the well and
encompasses the two residences at 1677 and 1681 Bay Flat Road.
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Peter R. Baye, Ph.D.

Rotanist, Coastal Ecologist
P.0. Box 65,
Annapolis, California 95412

{4153 310-5109 haye@enrthlink.net

Efren Carrillo, Chair, and Supervisors September 23, 2011
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

575 Administration Drive, Room 100 A

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Cynthia Demidovich

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
22550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Via email

SUBJECT: Bay Flat Well Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration, notice of re-
opened public hearing pre-dated September 27, 2011; Bodega Bay Public Utilities
District Bay Flat Road Well Project: supplemental comments on location-dependent
chiorination shed impacts on freshwater marsh north of Bay Flat Road; feasibility of
proposed revision of Condition 8.

To the Board of Supervisors and Permit and Resource Management Department, Sonoma
County:

I am responding to the notification of the re-opened public hearing the Bay Flat Well
project. I previously commented on the mitigated negative declaration for this project in
my letter of June 12, 2011, which 1 incorporate by reference. Please consider my specific
comments below on (a) the location-dependent wetland impact risks of the relocated
chlorination shed, and (b) the feasibility of monitoring and mitigation measures proposed
in the modified condition number 8.

I. Ghlorination shed impact risks to freshwater marsh north of Bay Flat Road, and
fresh-brackish tidal marsh south of Bay Flat Road. The MND failed to identify the
very conspicuous freshwater marsh dominated by tules, cattails, and bulrush — suitable
California red-legged frog (CRLF) habitat within its occupied range in Bodega Bay. The
marsh exists in plain view of the road, and could not possibly be more conspicuous from
the road. It lies directly downslope from the currently proposed chlorination shed

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecalogist, Boramist June 12, 2011
baye@earthlinknet 1
(415) 310-5109
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location. 1 described and exhibited photographs of the freshwater marsh in my previous
comment letter. Even a cursory field investigation of the project vicinity, or background
documents, would have readily revealed this marsh and smaller slope wetlands above it
(seepage-dependent wetlands; not uncommon in the project vicinity and in Bodega Dunes
generally, and a typical type of wetland that must be expected in this geomorphic setting
by any qualified professional wetland ecologist).

Any project documents identifying slope wetlands would be a plain indicator of the
likelihood of even more and “wetter” freshwater wetlands downslope as sea level is
approached. I can find no reasonable explanation for the continued omission of the
freshwater wetland impact assessment in the MND, and the omission is apparently not
addressed in any currently proposed conditions of authorizations.

An accidental spill of soluble hypochiorite/chlorination materials during the winter
rainfalt period anywhere between the chlorination shed and vehicle routes transporting
them from Bay Flat Road would be at high risk of transport by surface runoff and
subsurface seepage in sandy substrates to the freshwater marsh on the north side of Bay
Flat Road. Exposure to hypochlorite or other caustic chlorine materials would likely
cause significant mortality (“take™) of any federally listed CRLF tadpoles present. Such a
spill would also likely cause mass mortality of aquatic invertebrates that support the food
chain of the marsh. These potential significant impact appears to remain unaddressed by
the MND or conditions of authorization. The MND has not reviewed alternative
chlorination shed locations that would avoid or minimize potential spill impacts to the
sensitive freshwater marsh.

2. Proposed condition 8 technical adequacy, and its potential feasibility and

gfficacy. Proposed condition 8 cannot possibly have any substantive mitigation effect on

the potential impact of acute, short-term salinity intrusion on long-lived riparian
woodland and fresh-brackish perennial marsh vegetation. Salt-sensitive mature perennial

and woody riparian (willow-waxmyrtle) vegetation takes many years to develop, but can
be killed in a matter of days or weeks by brief and rapid subsurface salinity pulses
affecting their root zones during the summer growing season. Proposed condition 8 (as
quoted in your notice for the September 27 hearing) stipulates that:

I, during any time within the five year monitoring period, the annual well monitoring
reports (or monthly samples) indicates an increase In root 2one porewater sallnity lavels
at or above 5 parts per thousand (ppt) or above the salinity lavel established by baseline
data, a bivlogical review will be conducted. The biological review shall be prepared at the
District's expense. The report shall assess the biological conditions influenced by
pumping along with other factors that may have influenced the biological diversity of the
rail ponds. If the biplogical review indicates a significant shift in the piant commuriity
composition beyond seasonal variation or baseline conditions, or other potentially
significant impacts on the biologic function of the Rail Pond, then the district shalf reduce
or suspend pumping to evaluate methods to reduce porewater salinity to levels below 5

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist Jane 12, 2011
baye@earthlink.net 2
(415) 310-5109
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ppt, or below the salinity level established by baseline monitonng, subject to review and
approval by PRMD.

This proposed after-the-fact “correction” is utterly pointless because effectively
irreversible salinity impacts would have already occurred before or during detection b

the proposed monitoring methods. There is no mitigation measure proposed to prevent or
minimize the salinity intrusion impact before irreversible damage is done. The pseudo-
mitigation measure essentially prescribes post-mortem cessation of an ongoing lethal
process after death of the valuable natural resource that needs to be protected.

The recovery time for a mature willow stand affected by severe salinity intrusion event
would take decades, if it occurs at all, and is for all practical CEQA purposes would be
irreversible. Cessation of groundwater pumping afier acute marine salinity intrusion in
the root zone is detected would have no protective effect on the willow or fresh-brackish
wetlands whatsoever; irreversible lethal and sublethal root and shoot damage would
already have been done to these salt-sensitive plant species once elevated root zone
salinity occurs. Intertidal tule dieback caused by haline groundwater intrusion to the root
zone would potentially recover during a 3 to 7 year period, depending on phasing with
high rainfall climate cycles. But mature willow-waxmyrtie riparian woodland would
likely become a skeletal, dead relict snag habitat feature that would be replaced by other
vegetation types — most likely invasive non-native vegetation growing in the subcanopy —
and may never have the chance to recover during predicted acceleration of sea level rise
in the next several decades.

Proposed condition 8, in short, is scientific and regulatory nonsense dressed up with
diversionary technical details and prose. In order for any protective mitigation effect at

all to be even possible, monitoring methods would have to detect the earliest onset of
salinity intrusion in the leading (seaward) edge of the tule root zone, and trigger cessation

of pumping before the groundwater “wave” of salinity intrusion even approaches the
inner {landward) root zone of tules and particularly the riparian woodland. This would

require real-time data on groundwater elevation and salinity from a data lggger providing

continuous monitoring during the summer, particularly during perigean spring tide series,
in both drought and nondrought years. Even this continuous real-time monitoring-

mitigation measure would not ensure impact minimization and avoidance of significant
impacts with irreversible consequences because of the inertia (lag in groundwater
response time) of salinity intrusion and the hydraulic gradient of subsurface freshwater
flows protecting the root zone of the willow-waxmyrtle community.

The fundamental problem with this CEQA process is not a matter of technical details: it
is the failure to address reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize location-
dependent impacts (chlorination shed, well location) in relation to geographically
embedded natural resources, and assess reasonable and practical modal alternatives (such
as water conservation and reduced peak demand). These are precisely the same

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
baye@earthlink.pet 3
{415 310-5109
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fundamental flaws that the recent National Academy of Sciences critical review of the
Delta Protection Plan emphasized with the State Water Project proposal. A blinkered
approach to rationalizing impacts of the proposed project design and location will not
meaningfully advance its CEQA adequacy.

Respectfully submitted,

oo By

Peter Baye
baveictearthlink . net

cc: Rose Zoia
Richard Grassetti, GECONS
Greg Kamman, KHE Inc.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist Jone 12, 2011
baye@earthlink net 4
(415) 310-5109
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Potentially significantiunmitigated ecological impacts that were dismissed underestimated or
disregarded in the WRA Biological Resources Assessment (BRA; March 2010) and obsolete
BBPUD Initial Study are discussed below. Note that the WRA assessment area was improperly
limited to direct project “footprint” impacts, and generaliy did not consider potential indirect
significant impacts of aitered hydrology (reduced freshwater seepage to “rail pond” brackish marsh.
These potential impacts are indirect and depend on types and magnitude of hydrological impacts;
they will depend on KHE assessment)

1. Special-status fish and wildlife species

1.1 California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii, syn. R. aurora draytonii). The geographic
boundary between this species and the similar northern red-legged frog {R. auroraj on the north
coast is now known to extend to southern Mendocino County (Shaffer et al. 2004, Motecular
Ecology 13, 2667-2677), including Bodega Bay populations in the federally fisted R. drayfonii. The
USFWS recovery plan for this species (2002) was published before the geographic range of the
species was revised. The project area and the assessment area are located tess than 1 mile from
one known breeding habitat {seasonal to perennial freshwater ponds at the landward edge of
Bodega Dunes) and riparian and stream pool habitat of Johnson Gulch. The riparian and
freshwater marsh vegetation in and near the project site (including Typha sp. Juncus effusus, J.
arcticus, Salix spp.) indicates the presence of foraging habitat and moisture refuges mid-way in a
potential dispersal corridor between known breeding habitats, within upland dispersal distances
known for this species. Potential indirect project impacts to this species may include reduction in
the seasonal duration of near-surface soil saturation in spring, and summer soil moisture (wetland
conditions, hydration and moisture refuge habitat), and direct impacts to potential foraging or
dispersal habitat.

This potential impact triggers Section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation with USFWS
through any U.S. Army Coms of Engineers permit required for project construction. It also
meets the “mandatory finding of significance” criterion for CEQA if it is not assessed and
adequately mitigated.

1.2. Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi). The BRA states (Appendix B) “not present.
Suitable aquatic habitat is not available or near the project area™. This is incorrect. The “rail ponds”
are a brackish to saline shallow sheltered basin with tidaf choking (18" culvert) located less than
0.5 mile west of Johnson Gulch, a ocation identified in the final recovery plan for this species
{USFWS 2005) as potential reintroduction habitat, located between Saimon Creek lagoon
(population detected in 1999), and Cheney Guich (population detected 1946, not detected 1996 &
1999). The rail ponds are hydrologically influenced by reduction in freshwater seepage
(groundwater inflows) related to well use. Suitable habitat for this species is “brackish, shallow
lagoons and fower stream reaches where the water is still but not stagnant” (USFWS 20085). Thus,
potentially suitable habitat occurs within the assessment area of the project, in proximity to known
recent and historic jocalities within dispersal range. Potential indirect project impacts to this species

Peter R, Baye Ph.D. P.O. Box 65,
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist, Annapolis, California
baye@earthlink net 2 95412
{415) 310-5109
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may include reduction of brackish influence (reduced shaliow groundwater inflows) on tidewater
goby habitat.

This potential impact triggers Section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation with USFWS
through any U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit required for project construction. It also
meets the “mandatory finding of significance” criterion for CEQA if it is not assessed and
adequately mitigated.

2, Special-status plant species

2.1 Point Reyes bird's-beak {Chioropyron maritimum ssp. palustre; syn. Cordylanthus maritimus
ssp. palustris). The BRA dismisses impacts to this species because no salt marsh occurs on the
project site; however, suitable high tidal marsh habitat does occur within the project assessment
arga, which includes the choked tidal rail ponds. This species is known to occur in fringing tidai
marshes of southern and western Bodega Harbor, within reasonable dispersal distance of suitable
habitat in the project assessment area.

Mitigation for potential significant impacts to undetected populations of this species in the
project area should include surveys by qualified botanists with experience in identification
of this species.

2.2. Franciscan thistle (Cirsium andrewsii), The BRA states “No potential” due to lack of habitat,
based on generalized descriptions of habitat. in fact, C. andrewsii occurs at Point Reyes in coastal
marshes dominated by Juncus spp. at the northeast end of Abbott's Lagoon. Suitable habitats
occur in coastal bluff seeps along the adjacent Sonoma Coast, indicating a reasonable likelihood of
undetected populations in the vicinity that could act as source {seed dispersal) populations. The
reported presence of associated species on and near the the site (Juncus effusus, Typha sp.),
indicates potential for undetected presence of this plant..

Mitigation for potential significant impacts to undetected populations of this species in the
project area should include surveys by qualified botanists with experience in identification
of this species.

2.3. Bolander's water-hemiock {Cicufta bolanderi, syn. C. maculata var bolanderi). The BRA states
"forb understory component is relatively impoverished” as the only reason for dismissing thie
potential occurrence of this species in “coastal, fresh or brackish marshes and swamps”.
Populations are known to occur in lowland marshes bordering tidal marsh at two localities at Point
Reyes, in association with species reported to occur on the site {Juncus effusus, Typha sp.),
indicating potential for undetected presence of this plant.

Mitigation for potential significant impacts to undetected populations of this species in the
project area should include surveys by qualified botanists with experience in identification
of this morphologically variable species.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. P.O. Box 65,
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist, Annapolis, Californig
baye@earthlink.ne 3 95412
{415) 310-5109
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2.4, Coastal bluff moming-glory {Calystegia purpurafa ssp. saxicola). The BRA erroneously states
"the level of disturbance (substrate} in the Project Area likely precludes presence of ihis species”.
This subspecies occurs in disturbed non-native-dominated grassland, roadsides, trail edges, and
persists in shade of Monteray Cypress in several southern Mendocino County localities. Suitable
habitat likely occurs on and near the project site, and populations are known from the Sonoma
Coast. This indicates potential for undetected presence of this plant in the project area.

Mitigation for potential significant impacts to undetected populations of this species in the
project area should include surveys by gualified botanists with experience in identification
of this morphologically variable species.

2.5. Sonoma alopecurus (Alopecurus aequalis var sonomensis ). This species occurs in mixed
disturbed native/non-native vegetation of coastal wet pasture and seasonal marsh at Point Reyes.
The WRA report argued that "Although the study area contains riparian scrub habitat, most
occurrences known from inland open marsh sites”. This is not true of modermn occurrences, and it is
certainly not true of the nearest known major populations; it is an invalid and factually unsound
argument to disregard potential occurrence of the species in potentially suitable habitat on the site
within the known range of the species.

Mitigation for potential significant impacts to undetected populations of this species in the
project area should include surveys by qualified botanists with experience in identification
of this morphologically variable species.

2.6 Marin knotweed (Pofygonum marinense). The BRA dismisses impacts to this species because
no tidal marsh occurs on the project site; however, suitable high brackish tidal marsh habitat does
occur within the project assessment area, which includes the choked tidal rail ponds. This species
has been identified in brackish marsh tidal marsh edges within Bodega Harbor, within reasonable
dispersal distance of suitable habitat in the project assessment area. At Point Reyes, the type
locality, it occurs primarily in brackish edges of tidal salt marsh. This indicates potential for
undetected presence of this plan in the assessment area of the project. Atthough this species is
potentially a cryptic nonnative species, it is currently iisted as an endemic special-status native
species.

Mitigation for potential significant impacts to undetected populations of this species in the
project area should include surveys by qualified botanists with experience in identification
of this species.

3. Monitoring reports required by Sonoma Coast State Beach Agreement.

None of the environmental assessment documents cite any data from monitoring reports required
by Sonoma Coast State Beach Agreement (1979) and Amendment No. 1 (1987). These reports
were required fo document vegetation changes, groundwater elevations and quantitative variability
in groundwater salinity in the vicinity of existing wells. Adequate assessment of indirect ecological

Feter R. Baye Fh.D, P.O. Box 65,
Coasral Ecologist, Botanist, Annapolis, California
baye@earthlink net 4 95412
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effects of proposed new well use will depend on re-assessment of these empirical data. The
applicant {signatory of the agreement) has the burden of providing and assessing these data, and
the lead agency is obliged to make reasonable efforts, as a matter of due diligence, to obtain and
evaluate these reports.

4. Indirect significant ecological impacts of spills of hazardous chemicals {hypochlorite;
chiorination chemicals). The RGH geotechnical consulting letter report (October 22, 2009) confirms
that the site is incated directly within an Alquist-Prioto Earthquake Faul t zone of the San Andreas
fault, and has a high risk for surface rupture, and a high risk for liquefaction hazard and strong
ground shaking, resulting in unpredictable impacts. The project would include ongoing transport,
use, and storage of hypochlorite chlorination chemicals at a new location adjacent fo wetlands.
Catastrophic release of hypochiorite {bieach} into wetlands would be a low-probabitity/high
(significant) impact risk that requires assessment and mitigation.

4. Wetlands and hydrologic impacts. The vegetation described and species identified by Peter
Warner {letter report, June 7, 2010) are definitively “wetlands” under the Coastal Commission
policy definition {meets vegetation criterion of dominance by hydrophytes}, primarily due to
dominance of two riparian wetland species Calitornia blackberry (Rubus ursinus) and arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis). The presence of prolonged soil saturation is also indicated ty additional strong
wetland indicator species reported by WRA in the assessment area,including and Typha sp.and
Cyperus eragrostis. WRA now confirms the presence of wetlands on and in the project area,
including terrestrial freshwater wetlands bordering the tidal brackish to saline wetlands of the rail
ponds. The impact analysis WRA interprets from the Todd Engineers report, however, is flawed.

WRA correctly identifies the influence of freshwater seepage (shallow near-surface groundwater)
on freshwater terrestrial wetland edges of the tidat marsh of the rail ponds. WRA states that
“Constant fesh water seepage outflow from the dune field prevents saline water from infiltrating into
soil and keeps the root zones of plants suppiied with fresh water which supports the dominance of
a fresh water plant community around the pond” (WRA 2010 p. 8). WRA incorrectly states,
however, that the Todd Engineers report supports an ecotogical conclusion that the proposed well
“would not significantly change the existing fresh water-saline balance of the northern rail pond”
(WRA 2010, p. 11). This conclusion reflects a misreading of the Todd Engineers report, and a
misrepresentation of wetland hydrology.

Freshwater wettand hydrology depends on the duration and depth of saturation in the root zone
(upper 20-30 cm) during the growing season, including the rainless summer season. This is
maintained at the tidal marsh edge by a positive seepage outflow near the soil surface. The Todd
report stated that “it is reasonable to assume that average groundwater flow into the northern rail
pond will be reduced at a rate equivalent to the net increase in production from the Dunes weil field
(i.e. from 65 gpm to 45 gpm}. The Todd report stated only that the impact on the “water quality
batance” of the rail pond is considered to be insignificant. It did not state that the mass balance of
groundwater seepage would be insignificant for relatively sali-intolerant freshwater marsh

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. P.O. Box 65,
Coastal Ecologist, Botanast, Annapolis, California
bayegpearthlink ner 5 95412

{415} 310-5109
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vegefation at the edges of the rail pond (a reduction from 12,600 cubic feet per day of freshwater
sespage outflow to 8732 cubic feet per day, 30% reduction).

indeed, the Todd report did not address wetland root zone hydrology at the tidal marsh edges at
all. The lateral extent of the cone of depression, estimated at 107 ft for a given duration of
continuous well pumping, is not a threshold for significant impacts to freshwater marsh vegetation
dependent on freshwater seepage outflows bordering a tidal salt marsh. Extreme high soistice
tides naturally flood tidal marsh edges and recharge soils with salts, including summer {June-July)
extreme high tides. Active freshwater seepage near the soil surface of the high tidal marsh edge
during the critical summer growing season maintains freshwater marsh vegetation. The cumulative
vegetation impact of well pumping during droughts (when groundwater baseline levels are lowest),
are not addressed; nor is the interaction between drought, pumping, and summer high tides. The
impact of wall pumping on near-surface freshwater seepage rates at the tidai marsh edge in
summer was not addressed. The WRA conclusion of “no significant impact” based on the Todd
report findings is not valid or supported.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. P.0O. Box 65,
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist, Annapolis, California
baye@earthlink. net 6 95412
{415) 310-5109
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Excerpt From: NATURAL RESOURCES OF THE NORTH CENTRAL COAST REGION

North End Marsh. At the extreme north end of Bodega Harbor, two small marshy ponds, ranging from
fresh to brackish to salt water depending upon tide and rainfall, are separated from the harbor water by
the hard surface road. This is one of few locations in Sonoma County known for the tule Scirpus
Californjcus. It grows at the edge of this marsh in areas varying from saline to fresh water. Although
many species of shorebirds and waterfowl use these marshy ponds, they are particularly well know as
rail ponds and are visited by birdwatchers and teachers from surrounding counties. Both Sora and
Virginia Rails can be seen here very close to the road, and evidence indicates that Virginia Rails may
nest in this small marsh (M. Rosegay, pers. Comm..). This is one of very few areas where a large
number of people can observe these secretive birds without apparent disturbance. These brackish ponds
should certainly never be filled in, but they face a more immediate problem. The culverts draining both
ponds are in disrepair and tend to be blocked by the riprap on the harbor side of the road. When this
occurs, as it frequently does, the fresh water accumulating in the ponds does not drain into the Harbor.
The marsh becomes a pond and the best rail habitat is removed. The culverts must be kept open to
permit the free flow of salt and fresh water between the marsh and the Harbor. The Sonoma County
Department of Public Works is aware of this situation and has indicated its intention to alleviate the
problem. Both these marshes should be given some recognition and status so that maintenance of
optimum water conditions [salt and fresh] is guaranteed.

Freshwater wetlands occur at several other areas along the north and east side of Bodega Harbor, They
should all be preserved.

Excerpt From CHAPTER 3 of the Coastal Act:

SECTION 30231.

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes
appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human
health shal} be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimize adverse
effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground
water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing
alteration of natural streams.

Note: These excerpts are a part of the Coastal Commission’s jurisdictional determination that is a part
of the protected land of Linda Kepner and are a part of her deed covering the property at 1705 Bay Flat
Road. This includes the access road the BBPUD wishes to use to stock and maintain the chlorination
shed and is currently the subject of condemnation and eminent domain on behalf of BBPUD to gain
access. :
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ENcyL, # 3

Excerpt From North Central Coast Regional District, California Coastal
Commission Initial Summary Report dated April 30, 1979:

“The site contains several noticeable and important natural features. A lush row of
stately cypress trees lines the eastern property boundary. Tall and mature, the cypress are
estimated to be 100 years old. Another stand of cypress at the northeast (rear) property
line will shield the proposed building site #2 from the State Park. In close proximity to
the cypress and clinging to the sides of a steep drainage ravine which parallels the access
road is a stand of tall eucalyptus. The eucalyptus, in consort with the cypress provide a
canopy which shrouds the driveway and which will screen building site #1 (in addition to
#2) from many public viewing locations. At the base of the dune, the drainage course has
been diverted by fill toward the western edge of the property.

A natural freshwater spring emerges on the west property line, at the base of the dune.
This spring flows along the west property line through a marshy area and feeds, after
passing under Bay Flat Road, the narrow marsh/mudflat belt which thrives between Bay
Flat and Westshore Roads in this vicinity. The marshy area on the Funk (i.e. Kepner)
property is punctuated by pampas grass, reeds and riparian vegetation.”

Page 2, Paragraph 1:

“The project area lies within the Alquist-Priolo Geologic Studies Zone mapped by the
State Geologist. The geotechnical report referenced here was prepared to determine the
stability of the proposed building sites.”

Page 3, Paragraph B of “Findings™:

“The existing vegetation on the site, specifically the mature cypress and tall eucalyptus,
provide not only the value of screening the proposed building sites and aiding in site
stabilization, but they also constitute a scenic visual resource in and of themselves. They
contribute significantly to the visual quality of the dunes area between the State Park
properties and the privately held lands. The park property is lined with both cypress and
eucalyptus, although cypress predominate in the immediate project vicinity. The marsh
and riparian vegetation at the bottom of the dune, along Bay Flat Road, is visually a part
of the same marsh/riparian vegetation pattern which flourishes in the marsh belt between
the old and the new roads (that is, between the historic Bay Flat Road and the new road,
Westshore Road, built on fill in the early 1960s).

Because this vegetation is a distinct visual resource, its preservation should be
assured....”

Page 4, Section D of “Findings™

“Section 30231 of the Coastal Act specifies that the biological productivity of coastal
waters and wetlands shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored. Means to achieve
these objectives include (but are not restricted to) maintaining natural vegetation buffer
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Page 2 - Excerpt from Initial Summery report dated April 30, 1979.

Areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams
[emphasis added].

The freshwater/brackish rail ponds which occur between Bay Flat and Westshore Roads
along the north rim of Bodega Harbor are significant wetland habitats. Separated now
from the harbor by the construction of Westshore Road on fill during the 1960s, the
ponds are nonetheless historic wetland/tidal areas which maintain hydrologic continuity
with the harbor and with upland feeder streams and springs. This continuity is
maintained, among other means, by flow under the roads through culverts. Springs or
other seeps may also contribute. The habitat value of the ponds was described in the
report “Natural Resources of the North Central Coast Region” [excerpts from this report
are attached], a report prepared for the Regional Commission in 1975, These marsh-pond
areas support a variety of rails, including the Sora and Virginia rails, and have become a
favored bird-watching area. The ponds also support the tule Scirpus Californicus, being
one of the few locations for this tule in Sonoma County.”

The availabie information indicates that the marshy area at the bottom of the subject
parcel (Kepner property) may be an extension of the other ponds. The vegetation
varieties are similar. The spring emanates on the west property line and feeds (through a
culvert) the other ponds.”

Note: For further information on this area proposed for installation of the chlorination
shed, please read Dr. Peter M. Baye’s reports.
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CHLORINATION SHED LOCATION

* Location of this shed is in close proximity to wetland areas and uphill from
sensitive wetlands and rail ponds.

* The site is located on the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. Liquifaction and severe
ground shaking are highly probable if an earthquake should occur.

* Shed would contain and process hazardous material (hypochlorite) for treatment
of well water.

* The access road that would be utilized for delivery and maintenance of the shed is
a private driveway through a designated protected wetland area under the
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission since 1979. (sec photo 1, 2, and
3.

* Pipeline carrying hazardous materials from the shed to the well main would be
trenched within the root lines and drip lines of landmark status trees that are
protected as a part of the Sanctuary Preservation Area and the Coastal
Commission. (See Excerpts from 1979).

¢ BBPUD is attempting to gain access to this driveway via condemnation
proceedings filed against the property owner Linda Kepner.

* The California Coastal Commission has not given permission for use of its
jurisdictional area other than access and egress by property owners.

* The changed location will have even more of an impact on the ESHA and private
property than the original location. Information submitted by Brelje & Race has
been found to be questionable at best.

Note: When the buffer area of 100 ft. from wetlands is used, it must be understood that
this is only the mimimum amount required. In instances of areas that are within a
sensitive zone and contain important wetlands, a distance of 300 ft. may be and is usually
required by the consulting agencies. BBPUD has not contacted these agencies with
regard to the necessary permits.
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The Tree Climber

Darrell B. Sukovitzen
P.O. Box 849
Guerneville, CA 95446
{707) 887-1017
www thetreeclimber.net—CCL #909691

July 7, 2011

Board of Supervisors, County of Sonoma

¢/ o Permit Resource and Management Department
ATTN: Cynthia Demidovich

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

RE: Application PLPP09-0057
Public Comment on Environmental Impacts to Rail Ponds

Dear Supervisors:
I wish to register my protest to the above application.

I am a licensed California contractor and have been familiar with the trees at 1677 and 1681 Bay
Flat Rd. for many years. The multiple trees located on these properties are vital to bird
migration, a wind buffer for adjacent properties, and most important to the stability of the soil;
without the interlocking eucalyptus and Monterey cypress roots, what is a fragile crown of land
could become a sand dune. These trees could potentially be designated Heritage Trees under the
Sonoma County Heritage Tree Ordinance.

The project referenced above does not adequately address the damage that will be done to these
trees not only by dewatering of the fresh water supply they require, but also by potentiaily
increasing the salinity of the underground water. Tree roots are also vitally important for the
structural stability of these properties. In any trenching for utility lines, all tree roots
encountered must be tunneled under and not damaged.

Trees will adapt to their environment over the period of their lives. When abrupt change occurs
such as increased salinity they may go into shock and die. Placing salt within a tree’s dripline is
a common cause of death. :

In any portion of this proposal, these issues must be addressed, including the removal and
replacement costs for these trees. That this proposal is located in proximity to a significant fault
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line bolsters the vital imp ce of maintaining the existing syi‘l of interlocking roots for
structural support of the s

The driplines of these trees, both individual and overlapping, were delineated with orange
cones and plastic tape on 1/14/11. Photos were taken of PRMD staff, Bodega Bay Public Utilities
staff and legal counsel for Bodega Bay Public Utilities standing within and in proximity to the
defined driplines of said trees.

I request that a full Environmental Impact Report be conducted and that it include protective

measure for the trees for the reasons stated above.

Sincerely,

Darreil B. Sukovitzen, Consulting Arborist
DS:kf

Cec: NCRWQCB
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Enclosure No,7.

Photo taken by Don Coates, Geologist with the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Photo shows wetland
area directly adjacent to the well site at1681Bay Flat Road.

individual in photo is Paul Kieran, Enforcement Officer for the
RWQCB pointing directly upsiope to the well site.

This significant wetland was completely overlooked in the
reports prepared by the Applicant and is not a part of the
biological reports submitted by WRA. Applicant’s agents claim
that there are no wetlands within 100 ft. of the project.
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COUNTY OF SONOMA
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

2550 Ventura Avenus, Santa Rosa, CA 85403
(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 585-1103

DATE: June 7, 2010

TO: Permit and Resource Management Department, Project Review Section,
Planning

ATTN: Cynthia Demidovich

FROM: Richard Stabler MS, Envircnmental Specialist/Biologist

FROJECT TYPE: Use Permit
SUBJECT: Bodega Bay Public Utility District

Re: PLPOS-D057
A.P.N. 100-060-002
1665 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay
Installation of water supply wells.

Further information as indicated below is needed before we can analyze potential project impacts that
may result from the proposed project.

Thank you for the Technical Memorandum dated March 23, 2010, by Todd Engineers and the
Biological Resources Assessment date March 2010 from WRA. On page 4 of the Memorandum, it is
estimated that about 85 gpm of fresh groundwater flows toward the Northem rail pond. in the next
paragraph the memorandum states that this flow may be reduced by 45 to 65 gpm due to water
production by the new well. It appears likely that production by the new water well would severely
reduce or eliminate any existing freshwater aquatic hab#at in the rail pond. The presence of freshwater
plants within the rail pond suggests that this is currently an marsh with abundant freshwater habitat
presant, which may change dramatically if the proposed project wers built as proposed. This change
may constitute significant project related impacts to the freshwater marsh and potential sensitive
species that could be present on-site.

In an effort to establish an accurate baseline for the marsh we are requesting a salinity evaluation to
consist of a minimum of two transects (length and width) of the raii pond, during Spring high tide to
determine the axtent of any existing freshwater aquatic habitat during maximum tidal impact. Electrical
conductivity is tikely the easiest, fastest, and cheapest way to evaluate salinity within muitipe locations
within the marsh. in addition, based upon this we request an analysis of how the salinity levels may
change after the project is complete.

The resuits of this evaluation may drive the need for a further biotic evaluation of the site.

Please feel free to contact Rich Stabler Environmental Specialist at (707) 565-8352, shouid you have any
questions on the abova information. :

Cc: Board of Supervisors Supervisor Carrilio
Appiicant Janet Mantua, Bodega Bay Public Utility District
(lanetbbpyd@hotmail.com}
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COUNTY OF SONOMA
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

2550 Vanlura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 565-1900 FAX {707) 565-1103

DRAFT HEALTH USE PERMIT CONDITIONS

DATE: December 9, 2009

TO: Permit and Resource Management Depariment, Project Review Section,
Planning

ATTN: Cynthia Demidavich

FROM: Jonathan Tracy, R.E.H.S., Project Review Section, Health

PROJECT TYPE: Use Permit
SUBJECT: Bodega Bay Public Utility District

Re: PLP09-0057
A_P.N. 100-060-002
1665 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay
instaliation of water supply wells.

Further information as indicated below is needed before we can respond to the project.
A) FOR MARGINAL AND WATER SCARCE AREAS CLASS 3 AND ZONE 4:

A geological report prepared by a Registered Geologist, addressing Water Extraction
Impacts according to the General Plan requirements of WR-2e shail be submitted to the
Project Review - Health Specialist prior to the discretionary decision. Specifically, we
have reviewed the "Assessment of Groundwater Resources, Dunes and Roppolo Fields,
Bodega Bay, CA, dated July 2008 by Todd Engineers, that says on page 12, the last
sentence, that: “Additional production proposed near the Dune weli field will decrease
groundwater discharge to Bodega Harbor...” We are concerned that this discussion
does not address potential impacts to natural spring water fiows and corresponding
impacts to the salinity balance/biological impact to the spring fed Rail Pond adjoining
Bay Flat Road. We are also concerned that there is no discussion of construction
impacts of water well driliing upon the Dune flora and fauna. A similar evaluation is also
missing from the discussion of further development of the Rappolo well field. Given the
sensitive biological setting, we suggest that the Registered Geologist collaborate with a
quaiified Biologist in order to complete this evaluation.

Assuming that the applicant will provide an acceptable groundwater/biotic study, draft health conditions
{with space reserved for additional mitigations} have been attached as follows:

PRIOR DRILLING PERMIT VESTING THE USE PERMIT :

1. Portable toilets and portabie hand-washing facilities shall be placed and maintained for
employees as needed on the drill sites, but in no case shall they be serviced less than once per
three days when 24 hour operations are conducted, and once per seven days when only
daytime operations are conducted. Permitee shall provide an accessibie poriable restroom on
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PLP09-0057

We are joined in opposition to this project by:

*  Sonoma County Conservation Action (Bill Kortum)

* Sonoma County Water Coalition (A consortium of approximately 30 agencies and
individuals).

» Surfriders

* Sonoma County chapter of the National Audubon Society.

*  Madrone Audubon Society.

* Regional Water Quality Control Board (re Wetland Determinations).

*  Members of Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club

And many others within Sonoma County and the Bodega Bay area. These individuals
and agencies recognize the importance of protection of this most sensitive area and the

future of our wetland preservation.

We are enclosing just some of the comments and letters are a part of the record. Time
and space does not allow for all the testimony and letters to be included, but more can be

obtained upon request to the Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens.

We are also awaiting comments from California Department of Fish & Game, U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers, and all agencies that must be contacted by the Applicant for
the permits necessary for completion of this project, along with further comment from the

Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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MADRONE AUDUBON SOCIETY
P. O. Box 1911
SANTA ROSA CA 95402

NOVEMBER 11, 2010

Attn: Cyrihia Demidovich, PRMD
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829

Re: PLP09-0057 BODEGA BAY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT
P. O. BOX 70, BODEGA BAY CA 94923

Dear Ms Demidovich,

Madrone Audubon Society has serious concerns regarding the effects that the
drifling of a municipal water well in the proposed location will have on the Rail
Ponds into which fresh water flows from the upiand area of the well.

Bodega Bay harbor and surrounding area was designated in 2001 as a
GLOBALLY IMPORTANT BIRD AREA by the American Bird Conservancy in
association with The Nature Conservancy.

Madrone Audubon Society, the Sonoma County chapter of the National Audubon
Society, considers the proposed well to be a significant threat to the value of the
Rail Ponds for wildlife as a result of the change of water flow into the Ponds. And
the proximity of the chiorination facility to the Rail Pond and the Bay is also a
significan problem.

These proposed installations will impact an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area, or ESHA. The Bodega Bay Public Utility District should be expected to
relocate the well so that draw from the ground water is at a much greater
distance from the Rail Ponds. The Rail Ponds habitat is unusual in the Bodega
Bay area and should be protected, not impacted and compromised. In the report
by Todd Engineers to Brelje and Race, water quantity projected to the Rail Ponds
is indicated over time as impacted by the well iocation, projected decline from 65
gpm to 45 gpm; this is a SIGNIFICANT loss. (“Based on a projected average
annual increase of up to 20 gpm from the Dunes well field following installation of
the new well, average groundwater flow into the northern rail pond is expected to
decrease over time from 65 gpm to 45 gpm.”). Since it is also noted that “the
pond does not frack evenly with the harbor ievel” there are other influences on
pond level, such as groundwater fiow.

Such changes in flow are likely to change the depth which is of particular
significance to bird use. Depth changes impact which birds will use the area for
feeding or breeding. Such a sizeable change may also change the salinity, as the
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quantity of the flow is significantly decreased. Sait water is already reported to be
infiltrating in the other direction. This will likely alter the vegetation, which again
impacts the bird species that use the area. This in itself may be detrimental to
habitat and to the actual water supply the PUD hopes to gain. The hydrology is of
course iregular since that is the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake fault zone (that may
also make placement of a chiorination plant ill advised in proximity to these
HABITAT areas).

It should be noted that while the direct area of the drilling project may not contain
habitat suitable for support or breeding of some birds, the result of the drilling i.e.
change of the water flow, wilt affect both the vegetation and therefore the species
of birds and other wildlife which use the down-stream habitat of the Rail Ponds.

This area also is particularly valuable to migratory bird populations which pass
through the area in the spring and fall. Also present are ‘listed species’ not
observed during the on-site visits.Two brief on-site visits in August and
December by the biologist for the study will not record these birds that depend on
these ponds and the habitate they support. Species missed include Sora Raiis in
winter. Virginia Rails breed there. Common Yellowthroats are year-round
residents and ‘listed’ as are Yellow Warblers and Tri-colored Blackbirds, both
also listed and regular migrants. Practially all common neo-tropical migrants pass
through. And hundreds of Yellow-rumped Warblers (both races) regularly winter
in the willows of the Rail Ponds.

The Bodega Bay environs, as a Globally Important Bird Area, brings revenue in
to the local area and this can be diminished by changes to the water flow, habitat
and wildlife as well.

While we appreciate that the original proposal and studies were very inadequate,
and that further studies were ordered and submitted for review, we still maintain
that a different well location, further back and maintaining a greater distance
from the Rail Ponds and Bay would be more appropriate and this is what we
request be expected by the permitting agencies.

Rumdoce

Elizabeth L. (Betty) Burridge, Research Chair, Madrone Audubon Society
1653 Arroyo Sierra Way, Santa Rosa CA 95405

Sincerely,

Encl: Copy of Globally Important Bird Designation Certificate

CC: Janet Mantua, BBPUD
Justin Witt, Brelie & Race
Herman Diekmann
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Chris Anderson

From: BOS

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2011 3:34 PM

To: Susan Upchurch; Andrea Krout; Jenny Kidd; Jennifer Hainstock; Michelle Whitman
Cc: Chris Anderson

Subject: FW: Board of Supervisors Contact Us: Issue from Diane Hichwa, Conservation Chair

Jo District Directors:
The below email is in regards to hearing PLP@%-8857, scheduled for 7/12/11 at 2:1€ p.m.

Thank you.

----- Original Message-----

From: no-reply@sonoma-county.org [mailto:no-reply@sonoma-county.org] On Behalf Of Diane
Hichwa, Conservation Chair

Sent: Thursday, July @7, 2811 3:85 PM

To: BOS

Subject: Board of Supervisors Contact Us: Issue from Diane Hichwa, Conservation Chair

Subject: Issue

Message: TO: Board of Supervisors, County of Sonoma and Permit Resource and Management
Department ATTN: Cynthia Demidovich 2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa, CA 95483 RE: Application
PLP@9-8@57 - Mitigated Negative Declaration Tuesday, July 12 at Board of Supes: 2:10 p.m.
File No.: PLP@S-8@57 Applicant: Bodega Bay Public Utility District Env. Doc.: Subsequent
Mitigated Negative Declaration Description: Hearing to consider approving a Use Permit and
Coastal Permit for the construction of a new municipal water well, transmission piping, and
chlorination facility for the Bodega Bay Public Utility District. Location: 1681, 1707, 1785,
1685, and 1677 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay APN: 100-060-012, -0e4, -010, -015, and -816 Sup.
Dist.: 5 Supervisors and PRMD Staff: Nothing has alleviated our serious concerns with the
project and its detrimental impact on sensitive habitat at Bodega Bay. Madrone Audubon
Society has serious concerns regarding the effects that the drilling of a municipal water
well in the proposed location will have on the Rail Ponds into which fresh water flows from
the upland area of the well. Bodega Bay harbor and surrounding area was designated in 2@@1 as
a GLOBALLY Important Bird Area by the American Bird Conservancy in association with The
Nature Conservancy Madrone Audubon Society, the Sonoma County chapter of the National Audubon
Society, still considers the proposed well to be of significance in that itwould result in
change of water flow into the Rail Ponds. The proximity of the chlorination facility to the
Rail Pond and the Bay will also be significant. These proposed installations will impact an
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area, or ESHA. The Bodega Bay Public Utility District
should be expected to relocate the well so that draw from the ground water is at a much
greater distance from the Rail Ponds. The Rail Ponds habitat is unusual in the Bodega Bay
area and should be protected, not impacted and compromised. In the report by Todd Engineers
to Brelje and Race, water quantity projected to the Rail Ponds is indicated over time as
impacted by the well location, projected decline from 65 gpm to 45 gpm; this is a SIGNIFICANT
loss. (“Based on a projected average annual increase of up to 2@ gpm from the Dunes well
fieldfellowing installation of the new well, average groundwater flow into the northern rail
pond 1s expected to decrease over time from 65 gpm to 45 gpm.”) . Since it 1s also noted that
“the pond does not track evenly with the harbor level” there are other influences on pond
level, such as groundwater flow. Such changes in flow are likely to change the depth which is
of particular significance to bird use. Depth changes impact which birds will use the area
for feeding or breeding. Such a sizeable change mayalso change the salinity, as the gquantity
of the flow is significantly decreased. Salt water is already reported going back in the
other direction. This will likely alter the vegetation, which again impacts the bird species
that use the area. This in itself may be detrimental to habitat and to the actual water
supply the PUD hopes to gain. The hydrolegy is of course irregular since that is the Alquist-
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Priolo Earthquake fault zone._hat may also make placement of .nlor*ination plant i1l
advised in proximity tothese HABITAT areas). It should be noted that while the direct area of
the drilling project may not contain habltat suitable for support or breeding of some birds,
the result of that drilling i.e. thechange of the water flow, will effect both the vegetation
and therefore thebirds which use the down-stream habitat now present. This area also is
particularly valuable to migratory bird populations which pass through the area in the spring
and fall. Two on site visits in August and December will not record any of these birds that
depend on the Bodega Bay harbor Rail Ponds.

iName: Diane Hichwa, Conservation Chair
Email: dhichwa@earthlink.net
Phone: 7©7.785.1922
Address: PO Box 1911
Santa Rosa, CA 95482
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Elizabeth (Betty) Burridge
1653 Arroyo Sierra Way, Santa Rosa CA 95405
bburridge@sbeglobal.net (707) 527-0225

11/12/2010

Attn Cynthia Demidovich, PRMD
2550 Ventura Avenue
~Sanata Rosa CA 95403

Re: PLP09-0057 — An anadromous stream at the Rail Ponds, Bodega Bay Harbor?
Dear Ms. Demidovich,

My father, Carl H. Ludemann, was an ardent flyfisherman all along the northern
California coast from the 1920s through and perhaps into the 1960s. He told me, on many
occasions, of catching mature steelhead near the culvert between Bodega Bay harbor and
the Rail Ponds. I have a photo of him proudly holding his catch. The back of the photo is
marked Bodega Bay harbor, but there are no identiying geographical landmarks visible to
verify this information.

On two occasions in the last few winters [ have encountered fly fishermen at this
location, and both times | was told that adult steelhead are still attempting to return to the
Rail Ponds to spawn. Both gentlemen were watching for the fish ‘rolling” in the harbor at
the entry to the Rail Ponds. One, about age 60, stated that he had started fishing there for
steelhead as a young boy with his father. Unfortunately I did not get contact information
for either man, but 1 am convinced that there 1s significance to all these stories.

I did learn, by word of mouth, that Rick Powers, a long-time local resident, party boat
owner, and fisherman knows of these fish. He probably could confirm this infomation.

So, this streamn seems to be a highly likely candidate as an at least historical anadromous
stream, if not a currently active steelhead spawning stream. And any appropriation of
water rights by means of a well being drilled nearby would clearly be a serious matter.
Any decrease of the flow of fresh water into the Rail Ponds as the result of a BBPUD
well being drilled would be, at a minimum, inappopriate and should not occur.

Sinerely; .

Janet Mantua, BBPUD,
Chuck Armor, California DF&G
Grant Davis, Sonoma County Water Agency

Herman Diekmann, owner
Janet Witt, Brelje & Race
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ISSUES RAISED IN BAY FLAT ROAD WELL PROJECT — BODEGA
BAY - Submitted by Margaret Briare for Hearing before Board of
Supervisors

Failure to adequately assess the environmental impacts of the project.

Substantial discrepancies, lapses, omissions and false data submitted by
BBPUD have been used in preparing the SMND and Staff Report.

Reports on total impacts to the area—its habitat, wildlife and wetlands—are
not fully included.

MND and SMND do not contain applicable information as to the complete
existence of wetlands in the area. In some cases, the information has even
denied the presence of wetlands.

Subsistence caused by installation of the well due to the shallow depth of the
well (75 to 100 ft.) was not adequately studied or reported. The minimum
cone of depression at 150 GPM is estimated to be 107 ft. after 18 hours of
pumping. Two of the affected residences lie within that cone of depression
and could be severely impacted with irreversible damage.

The well project, as proposed, goes against the wishes of the homeowners in
the area. Despite the fact that BBPUD has yet to receive a permit of any
kind, Eminent Domain lawsuits have been filed and threatened, thereby
clouding titles to the affected properties and inflicting undue financial and
emotional stress. The actions of the BBPUD and their attorney clearly
impugn the property rights of those residents affected by this project.

Extensive trenching associated to the project would severely damage the
root and drip zones of the designated Landmark trees on the site. (see letter
from Darrell B. Sukovitzen dated July 7, 2011). Many of these trees are
protected by the California Coastal Commission and are considered to be
under their jurisdiction as to preservation and protection. The California
Coastal Commission 1979 Report is a part of the deed for the property
adjacent to the proposed chlorine shed now owned by Linda Kepner. The
needed trenching to and from the placement of the chlorine shed adjacent to
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her access road and use of her access road to stock that shed with hazardous
materials could cause additional damage to the protected riparian vegetation
surrounding the area. Earlier BBPUD documents state that §5% of the
proposed pipe installation is within the required 100 ft. buffer zone.

Neither the BBPUD in their original MND, nor the County of Sonoma in
preparing the SMND consulted with other agencies before preparing the
documents. Necessary permits from RWQCB, U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Dept. of Fish & Game, Coastal Commission et al must be
obtained before the County of Sonoma can approve the project or issue any
permits of its own.

Not only the Coastal Act but also the LCP declares this area to be a
Sanctuary Preservation area. The purpose of a Sanctuary Preservation area,
is to protect the land from any and all impacts that come with development
of any kind within that area. The many birds inhabiting this entire area are
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and CEQA. This area is
designated a “Globally Important Bird Area”, in recognition of its value to
the conservation of birds and their habitats. It is also a part of the Pacific
Flyway and an important part of the historic environment that is Bodega
Bay. This is one of the most visited areas for bird watching in and around
the entire Sonoma coast. The Rail Ponds are less than ¥ mile from the
heron and egret Rookery on Bay Flat Road behind Spud Point Marina. The
birds from this rookery along with the many other inhabitants of the area
utilize the rail ponds and the surrounding trees and habitat during all seasons
of the year. Contrary to the reports submitted by WRA, rare and endangered
species have been found to exist over the entire site. Along with California
red-legged frog and tidewater goby, the matter of steethead being found in
and about the Rail Ponds will be turned over to the Dept. of Fish & Game
for investigation. Rare birds like the Yellow Chat have been seen and heard
occupying the trees within the well site during the past few week

The importance of preserving the remaining wetlands in Bodega Bay cannot
be overstated. They are vital to the overall health and vitality of the entire
area.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA— NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219

{415) 904-5260 FAX (415) 904-540C

www.coastal.ca.gov
NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL PERIOD

DATE: October4, 2011

TO: Dave Hardy, Supervising Planner
County of Sonoma, Permit and Resource Management
Department -- Pianning Division
2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403
FROM: Ruby Pap, District Supervisor QUQ

RE: Application No. 2-SON-10-151

Please be advised that on October 3, 2011 our office received notice of local action on the
coastal development permit described below:

Local Permit # PLP09-0057

Applicant(s): Bodega Bay Public Utilities District, Attn: Janet Mantua

Description:  To construct of a new approximately 100-foot deep municipal water well,
transmiission piping, and 80 square foot chlorination facility

Location: 1677, 1681, 1685, 1705, 1707 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay (Sonoma
County) (APN(s) 100-060-12, 100-060-04, 100-060-10, 100-060-15, 100~
060-16)

Unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission, the action will become final at the end
of the Commission appeal period. The appeal period will end at 5:00 PM on October 17, 2011.

Our office will notify you if an appeal is filed.
If you have any questions, please contact me at the address and telephone number shown

above.

cc. Bodega Bay Public Ulilities District, Attn: Janet Mantua
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Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department O

2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403

(707) £65-1900 FAX (707) 585-1103 -5 o/ — / O“I f /

Date: September 29, 2011 File: PLP09-0057
Applicant: Bodega Bay Public Utilities District c/fo Janet Mantua
Address; P O Box 70
City, State, Zip: Bodega Bay CA 94923
Planner: Dave Hardy

This notice is being distributed to the Coastal Commission and those who requested notice. The following pro;ect
is located within the Coastal Zone, A project decision has been completed.

Project Description: Regquest for a Use Permit and Coastal Permit to construct a new approximately.
100-foot deep municipal water well, transmission piping, and 80 square foot
chlorination facility.

Project Location; 1677, 1681, 1685, 1705, and 1707, Bay Flat Road, Badega Bay
Assessor's Pafcel Number; 100-060-012, -004, -010, -015, and -016

_X_  APPROVED by the Board of Supervisors on September 27, 2011.

Conditions of Approval: See enclosed.

Findings: The project, as described in the application and as conditioned, conforms with the plans, policies,
requirements and standards of the Sonoma County Local Coastal Program as outlined in the enclosed Sonoma
County Board of Supervisors Resolution #11-0532.

A Appealable. The decision may be appealed in writing to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors within
ten (10) calendar days. The decision of the Board of Supervisors is appealable to the State Coastal
Commission within ten (10) working days.

Address:

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219
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Resolution No. 11-0532 gyt
County of Sonoma O
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
September 27, 2011

PLP09-0057 David Hardy

Resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sonoma, State of
California, Certifying Review and Consideration of the Information Contained in
the Mitigated Negative Declaration Adopted by the Bodega Bay Public Utilities
District as Lead Agency, Adopting a Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration
and Mitigation Monitoring Program, and Approving a Use Permit and Coastal
Permit for a New Municipal Water Well, Underground Transmission Piping, and
Chlorination Structure on Property Located at 1681, 1707, 1705, 1685, and 1677
Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay; APNs 100-060-012, -004, -010, 015, and -016; Zoned
RR (Rural Residential), B7 (Frozen Lot Size), G (Geologic Hazard Combining), CC
(Coastal Combining); Supervisorial District No. 5.

Resolved, that the Board of Supervisors (“the Board™) of the County of Sonoma |
(“the County”) hereby finds and determines as follows:

Section 1.
Application and Project.

1.1 Bodega Bay Public Utilities District (“the District”) filed Application
PLP09-0057 with the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
(“PRMD”) requesting a use permit and coastal permit (“the Use Permit and Coastal
Permit™) for a new municipal water well, underground transmission piping, and
chlorination structure on property located at 1681, 1707, 1705, 1685, and 1677 Bay Flat
Road, Bodega Bay, APN’s 100-060-012, -004, -010, -015, and -016 (“Project Site”),
zoned RR (Rural Residential, B7 (Frozen Lot Size), G (Geologw Hazard Combining),
CC (Coastal Combining) (“the Project”).

CDH 118094.10 1 627111
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‘Resolution # 11-0532
Date: 9/27/2011
Page 2

Section 2.
Procedural History.

2.1  Acting as lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act o
(“CEQA™), the District had its engineers, Brelje and Race Engineers (“Brelje and Race”),
prepare a mitigated negative declaration for the Project (“the Mitigated Negative
Declaration™). On June 19, 2008, the Mitigated Negative Declaration was completed,
noticed, and made available for public review. On August 20, 2008, the District’s Board
of Directors adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration, approved the Project, and
- issued a notice of determination for the Project.

2.2 OnJune 9, 2009, the District submitted Application PLP09-0057 to
PRMD. On July 2, 2009, PRMD staff issued an incomplete letter advising the District
that the Project, as proposed, was inconsistent with the Local Coastal Plan because the
Project’s chlorination structure was located adjacent to a designated sanctuary-
preservation area.

2.3 On April 7, 2010, the District revised the Project to relocate the Project’s
chlorination structure from 1665 Bay Flat Road to 1707 Bay Flat Road in order to avoid
locating the Project’s chlorination structure within 100 feet of the adjacent designated
sanctuary-preservation area or within 100 feet of the wetlands located approximately 45
fect to the cast of the District’s water main in Bay Flat Road. On August 31, 2010,
PRMD staff determined that Application PLP09-0057 was complete for processing

2.4  Acting as a responsible agency under CEQA, PRMD staff evaluated the
District’s proposed change in the location of the Project’s chlorination structure and
determined, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15162, that subsequent
environmental review was required for the change, that a subsequent mitigated negative
declaration was the appropriate environmental document to analyze the change, and that
PRMD staff would be responsible for preparing the subsequent mitigated negative
declaration (“the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration”). Consistent with CEQA
and the State CEQA Guidelines, PRMD staff further determined that the Subsequent
Mitigated Negative Declaration was only required to address the proposed change in the
Project and not re-evaluate the environmental impacts already analyzed in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration that would not change with the relocation of the Project’s
chlorination structure. Nevertheless, to address concerns raised by neighbors after the

CDH 118094.10 2 o1
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Resolution # 11-0532
Date: 9/27/2011
Page 3

District’s adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, additional analyses and studies
were prepared by the District and have been provided with the Subsequent Mitigated
Negative Declaration for informational purposes, These additional analyses and studies
clarify and confirm the conclusions of the Mitigated Negative Declaration that the
Project will not have any significant impacts on the environment that will not be
mitigated to a level of less than significant with identified mitigation measures.

2.5 On July 20, 2010, neighbors adjacent to the Project Site (“the Beavers™)
requested that the County assume the role of lead agency for the Project. On September
17, 2010, PRMD staff administratively determined that the County’s assumption of the
role of lead agency for the Project was not warranted and that the County would continue
to act as a responsible agency. On September 24, 2010, the Beavers appealed PRMD’s
administrative determination,

2.6 OnDecember 14, 2010, the Board took original jurisdiction over the
Project, as requested by the District.

2.7  On March 4, 2011, the Beavers withdrew their appeal of PRMD’s
administrative determination that the County would continue act as a responsible agency
for the Project,

2.8  OnlJune3,2011, PRMD staff completed the Subsequent Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Thereafier, PRMD staff set the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration and the Project for a public hearing before the Board (“the Board hearing™),
gave notice of the Board hearing and the intent to adopt the Subsequent Mitigated
Negative Declaration, and made the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration
available for public and agency review.

2.9  Prior to the Board hearing, PRMD staff prepared a memorandum to the
Board describing the Project and analyzing Project issues, The memorandum requested
that the Board conduct the Board hearing and recommended that at the conelusion of the
hearing the Board adopt the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the
Project. Attached to the memorandum were the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration, the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and other relevant documents. The
memorandum was distributed to the Board and made available to the public.

CDH 11809410 3 9127111

' Exhibit 2
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)

Page

FLANS
5 of 23



Resolution # 11-0532
Date: 9/27/2011
Page 4

2.10 OnJuly 12,2011, the Board conducted the Board hearing. At the hearing,
the Board heard and received all relevant testimony and evidence presented orally or in
writing regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Subsequent Mitigated
Negative Declaration, and the Project. All interested persons were given the opportunity
to hear and be heard. At the conclusion of public testimony, the Board closed the
hearing, considered and discussed the environmental effects of the Project as shown in
the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the adequacy of the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration, and the merits of the Project, and, on a 3-1-1 straw vote, determined to
certify its review and consideration of the information contained in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration, adopt the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration, and
approve the Project. County Counsel and PRMD staff were directed to return to the
Board with a resolution reflecting the consideration and actions of the Board.

2.11  During preparation of the resolution directed by the Board, County Counsel -
and PRMD staff discovered that while notice of the Board hearing had been given by o
posting and mailing, it had not been given by publication as required by the Coastal
Zoning Ordinance. County Counsel determined that the Board hearing would therefore
have to be re-noticed and reopened. PRMD staff then re-noticed the Board hearing for
September 27, 2011, in full compliance with the Coastal Zoning Ordinance and
applicable state law, :

2.12 Prior to the reopening of the Board hearing, PRMD staff prepared a
memiorandum to the Board describing the Project and analyzing Project issues. The
mermorandum requested that the Board reopen the Board hearing and recommended that
at the conclusion of the hearing the Board adopt the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration and approve the Project. Attached to the memorandum were a draft
resolution, draft conditions of approval, and other relevant documents. The
memorandum was distributed to the Board and made available to the public.

2,13 On September 27, 2011, the Board reopened the Board hearing. At the
reopened hearing, the Board heard and received all relevant testimony and evidence
presented orally or in writing regarding the Mitigated Negative Declgration, the
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the Project, Al jnterested persons were
given the opportunity to hear and be heard. At the conclusion of public testimony, the
Board closed the reopened hearing, again considered and discussed the environmental
effects of the Project as shown in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the adequacy of

CDH 118094.10 4 927111
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Resolution # 11-0532
Date: 9/27/2011
Page 5

the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the merits of the Project, and again
determined to certify its review and consideration of the information contained in the
Mitigated Negative Declaration, adopt the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration,
and approve the Project, thereby confirming the Board’s straw vote on July 12, 2011.

2.14 The Board has had an opportunity to review this resolution and hereby
finds that it accurately sets forth the intentions of the Board regarding the Mitigated
Negative Declaration, the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the Project.

2.15 The Board’s decisions herein are based upon the testimony and evidence
presented to the County orally or in writing prior to the close of the Board hearing on
September 27, 2011 (“the record of these proceedings™). Any information submitted
after the close of the Board hearing was deemed late and not considered by the Board.

Section 3.
CEQA Compliance.

3.1  The Board finds that for the purposes of CEQA the District is the lead
agency for the Project and the County is a responsible agency. The Board further finds
that in carrying out its responsibilities as a responsible agency it must consider both the
Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration.

3.2  The Board finds that the Mitigated Negative Declaration was not
challenged within the prescribed statutory period after its adoption and is therefore
conclusively presumed to be legally adequate. The Board certifies that it has reviewed
and considered the environmental effects of the Project as shown in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, and
has reached its own independent conclusions on whether and under what conditions to
approve the Project. The Board further finds that as & responsible agency, when
considering alternatives and mitigation measures for a project, it has a more limited role
than the lead agency, that is, the Board has responsibility for mitigating or avoiding only
the direct or indirect environmental effects of those parts of a project that it decides to
carry out, finance, or approve. To comply with that requirement for the Project, the
Board has included in the conditions of approval imposed herein all of the mitigation
measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration that are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of the County. The Board further finds, based upon the
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record of these proceedings, that none of the conditions requiring preparation of a
subsequent environmental impact report for the Project have occurred. There has been
no change in the Project or the Project circumstances that would result in new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects, and no new information of substantial impostance, which was not
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time the Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted, has been presented. As discussed
in Section 3.3 below, the only subsequent environmental document that is required for
the Project is the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration.

3.3  The Board concurs with PRMD staff’s determinations that subsequent
environmental review is required for the proposed relocation of the Project’s chlorination
structure and that the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate
environmental document to analyze the change. The relocation of the Project’s
chlorination structure is a minor change in the Project that further avoids the Project’s
potential for impacts to wetlands, does not result in any new or substantially more severe
significant impacts, and requires only minor additions or changes to the Mitigated
Negative Declaration to make it adequate for the Project as revised. The Board also
concurs with PRMD staff’s determination that the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration is only required to address the change in the Project and not re-evaluate the
environmental impacts already analyzed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration that ’
would not change with the relocation of the Project’s chlorination structure. The Board
certifies that the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared, noticed,
made available for public and agency review, and considered, together with comments
received during the public review process, in compliance with CEQA and the State
CEQA Guidelines, and finds that the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects
the independent judgment and analysis of the Board. The Board further finds that the
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration represents a good faith effort to provide full
and adequate disclosure of the environmental impacts of the relocation of the Project’s
chlorination structure. The Board further finds, based upon the record of these
proceedings, that there is no substantial evidence before it that the relpcation of the
Project’s chlorination structure will have a significant effect on the environment.
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incotporated inio, the Project through
the conditions of approval imposed herein that avoid or substantially lessen the
potentially significant environmental effects of the relocation of the Project’s
chlorination structure identified in the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration,
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Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the District
and have been adopted by the District or have been agreed to by the District and should
be adopted by the District.

3.4  The Board makes the following additional findings regarding the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration: |

(a)  The majority of the comments and studies presented to the County by
opponents of the Project address the adequacy of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
rather than the adequacy of the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration. The
County’s analysis in the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriately
limited to the change in the Project that has occurred since the Project was approved by
the District, that is, the relocation of the Project’s chlorination structure from 1665 Bay
Flat Road to 1707 Bay Flat Road. Comments and studies regarding the effect of well
construction and pumping on groundwater and biological resources in the vicinity of the
Project and on the northern rail pond in particular should have been, and could have
been, raised as comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Opponents of the
Project did not timely challenge the District’s adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and approval of the Project. The Board finds that comments and studies
regarding the effects of well construction and pumping are time-barred under CEQA.

(b)  The Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that relocation
of the Project’s chlorination structure could potentially impact two special status species,
by disturbing breeding habitat for the rufous hummingbird and roosting habitat for the
monarch butterfly. Although neither species has been found on-site, they have been
found in the vicinity of the Project and suitable habitat occurs on-site. The Mitigated
Negative Declaration already included a mitigation measure for avoidance of nesting
birds (Mitigation Measure BR1), and the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration
imposes a mitigation measure for avoidance of monarch butterfly nesting sites
(Mitigation Measure 4.a); both measures have been incorporated into the conditions of
approval imposed herein and have been agreed to by the District, With implementation
of Mitigation Measures BR1 and 4.a, the Board finds that any potential impact to special
status species associated with the relocation of the Project’s chlorination structure would
be reduced to less than significant. ' |

CDH 118094.10 7 0/27/11

Exhibit 2

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)
- FLANS

Page 9 of 23



Resolution # 11-0532
Date: 9/27/2011
Page 8

(¢)  The Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that relocation
of the Project’s chlorination structure from 1665 Bay Flat Road to 1707 Bay I'lat Road
would result in the Project’s chlorination structure being more than 100 feet from any
wetlands. Although no impacts to wetlands or riparian features are anticipated to occur
as a result of the relocation of the Project’s chlorination structure, the Subsequent
Mitigated Negative Declaration imposes a standard construction mitigation requiring best
management practices to avoid accidental filling and/or erosion and sedimentation to
wetlands and riparian features (Mitigation Measure 4.¢(1)). Mitigation Measure 4.c(1)
has been incorporated into the conditions of approval imposed herein and has been
agreed to by the District, With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.c(1), the Board
finds that any potential impact to wetlands and riparian habitat associated with the
relocation of the Project’s chlorination structure would be reduced to less than
significant.

3.5  To ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in
the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration are implemented, the Board is required
by CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines to adopt a program for monitoring or
reporting on the revisions the Board has required in the Project and the measures the
Board has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmenta] effects. The mitigation
monitoring program for the relocation of the Project’s chlorination structure (“the
Mitigation Monitoring Program”) is set forth in the conditions of approval imposed
herein. The Mitigation Monitoring Program will be implemented in accordance with all
applicable requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.

Section 4.
Local Coastal Program Consistency.

4,1  The Local Coastal Program for the. County (“the Local Coastal Program”)
consists of the Local Coastal Plan, Coastal Zoning Ordinance, and Coastal
Administrative Manual. | R

4.2 . The Board finds that the Project is consistent with the Local Coastal
Program for the following reasons:

(a)  The Project Site has a Rural Residential land use designation in the Local
Coastal Plan and a RR (Rural Residential) zoning designation in the Coastal Zoning
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Ordinance. The Project’s municipal water well, underground transmission piping, and
chlorination structure are permitted secondary uses in the Local Coastal Plan’s Rural
Residential land use category and are allowed in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance’s RR
zoning district with a use permit.

(b)  The Project complies with the Local Coastal Plan’s Public Services Policy
No. 1 regarding expansion of public works capacities in that the Project is intended to
bolster existing supplies to meet State standards to serve existing and previously planned
development at peak periods, The Project does not propose to add to the District’s
projected allocation of 2,025 connections, of which 1,893 are currently committed.

(c¢)  The Project, as conditioned, complies with the Local Coastal Plan’s Public
Services Policy No. 6 regarding groundwater monitoring in that the Use Permit and
Coastal Permit require groundwater monitoring and reporting to PRMD as part of
PRMD’s ongoing groundwater monitoring efforts.

(d)  The Project complies with the Local Coastal Plan’s Land Use Policy No.
25 relating new development to water capacities in that the Project is not intended to
increase capacity for new development, and does not propose an increase in the number
of available water meters from the District. The District bases its allocations on an
assumption of 300 gallons per day per residential unit allowed under the development
policies of the Local Coastal Plan. The District estimates that it can serve the equivalent
of 2,025 homes with existing supplies. The latest District status report of water system
connections indicates that the District has 1823 connections currently and commitments
for another 70. So, under its own limitations, the District has only 132 connections to
give out without pursuing additional supplies and the storage required, and there are
approximately 60 vacant lots left in the Bodega Harbour subdivision, some potential
residential development, and some potential commercial development.

(e)  With certain exceptions, the Local Coastal Program requires a 100-foot
setback from wetlands for all development. Neither the Project’s well nor its
chlorination structure are currently proposed within 100 feet of any wetlands. The
Project’s underground transmission piping connecting the Project’s well to the District’s
existing water main in Bay Flat Road, however, would be located within 100 feet of
wetlands near the connection point at Bay Flat Road. The Local Coastal Program
provides an exception to the wetlands setback requirement for development that is
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located within an existing road when the topography is such that it is highly unlikely that
the development could affect wetlands. Since the construction and installation of the
Project’s underground transmission piping would occur solely within existing roadways
and would avoid sensitive habitats, there would be no direct impact lo wetland features,
provided that standard best management practices are implemented during construction
of the piping as required by the conditions of approval imposed herein.

(f)  Inthe biological resources assessment for the Project prepared by WRA
Environmental Consultants (“WRA”), dated March 2010 (“the WRA Biological
Resources Assessment™), WRA evaluated the Project with the Project’s chlorination
structure located at 1707 Bay Flat Road (i.c., the revised location). WRA determined
that the 1707 Bay Flat Road site would result in the Project’s chlorination structure being
located more than 100 feet from any wetlands.

(g)  In correspondence dated January 17, 2011, responding to a claim by
neighbors that wetlands and/or riparian habitat exists within 100 feet of the Project’s
well, WRA determined that the habitat north of the Project’s well is over 100 feet from
the well and does not meet the definition of a wetland or riparian habitat. WRA further
determined that the Project’s well is approximately 80 feet from the bottom of the slope
located to the north, WRA further determined that the bottom of the slope does not
contain surface water or a shallow ground water table, which would have been expected
if the area was functioning as a wetland, WRA’s determinations confirm that the
Project’s well would not be located within 100 feet of any wetlands.

(h)  The Local Coastal Plan’s Environmental Resources Management Policy
No. 18 prohibits construction in wetlands and further provides that, “All projects must
maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary.” The Project has
some potential to affect the amount of fresh groundwater that flows to the northern rail
pond and thus to change the pond’s biotic habitat. Haowever, based on the following, the
Project will maintain the functional capacity of the northern rail pond. '

(1)  In an assessment of groundwater resources for jhe Dunes and
Roppolo well fields prepared by Todd Engineers (“Todd”), dated Jtily 2008 (*the Todd
Assessment of Groundwater Resources™), Todd determined that the Project would not
significantly deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
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recharge. To address concerns raised by neighbors, Todd provided two additional
reports dated March 23, 2010, and July 13, 2010, to clarify and support the prior analysis,

(2)  The distance-drawdown analysis in the Todd Assessment of
Groundwater Resources indicates the maximum water level drawdown in the immediate
vicinity of the Project’s well will be relatively small, ranging from 8.6 to 24.3 feet,
Todd’s Assessment of Groundwater Resources further indicates that the well’s water
level in the aquifer will be allowed to recover to static or near-static conditions (i.e., 0
feet of water level drawdown) on a daily basis.

(3) In addition to the Todd Assessment of Groundwater Resources,
Brelje and Race prepared a further analysis, dated February 23, 2010, of the salinity and
total dissolved solids (“TDS”) in the northern rail pond (“the Brelje and Race Northern
Rail Pond Study”). The Brelje and Race Northern Rail Pond Study determined that the
northern rail pond “is primarily influenced by the harbor with some groundwater
influence...High variability of TDS levels exist in the rail pond due to the significant tidal
influence. Pumping at a rate of 150 gpm from the proposed well will not influence the
salinity in the rail pond to levels that do not already occur on a daily basis.”

(4) The WRA Biological Resources Assessment considered the Brelje
and Race Northern Rail Pond Study and concluded that:

“Reports prepared by Todd Engineers (2008 and 2010) and Brelje and
Race Engineers (2010) were reviewed regarding potential impacts to the
northern rail pond from well pumping. The teports each conclude that the
amount of fresh water removed by well pumping in relationship to the
amount flowing through the aquifer system was not significant and would
not significantly change the existing fresh water-saline balance of the
northern rail pond. We agree with those conclusions. In order for a
significant change in salinity to occur, well pumping would need to reduce
the amount of ground water outflow so that fresh water seepage ceases.
The degree of pumping needed to create this condition would have to be
constant to cause a change in vegetation community types. Once pumping
ceased the dune well field would quickly rechargé and fresh water
influence would once again return. Continuous pumping is not anticipated
and, as explained.in the Todd reports, there is sufficient water in the aquifer
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to allow continued flows to the rail pond under proposed pumping rates.
Therefore, any potential impacts to the existing plant community from the
amount of well pumping that is described for the project will be less than
significant and no mitigation is needed.”

(5)  The Brelje and Race Northern Rail Pond Study and the WRA
Biological Resources Assessment were reviewed by a PRMD staff environmental
specialist/biologist. In an e-mail dated July 2, 2010, the PRMD staff environmental
specialist/biologist observed that, “Since the study results show that the site has salinity
comparable to seawater, on high tide, this eliminates the potential for sensittve freshwater
species and appears to validate the findings of the WRA Biological Resources
Assessment dated March 2010. In addition, I now concur with WRA statement with
regard to effects on the plant community that the normal baseline conditions will not
likely change as a result of this proposed project, (“perhaps slightly increasing salinity in
warmer, dry summer months and slightly decreased salinity in cooler, wetter winter
months to which the existing plant community has adapted.”) Since this is the case, |
think this potential indirect impact would be less than significant.”

(6)  The conditions of approval imposed herein require annual well
monitoring for the initial five years of the Project, To ensure that the functional capacity
of the northem rail pond is maintained, the conditions of approval imposed herein further
require that if the annual well monitoring (or monthly samples) indicates an increase in
the root zone porewater salinity levels of the northern rail pond at or above 5 parts per
thousand or above the salinity level established by baseline data, a biological review shall
be conducted, If the biological review indicates a significant shift in the plant
community composition of the northern rail pond beyond seasonal variation or baseline
conditions, or other potentially significant impacts on the biological function of the
northern rail pond, the District must reduce or suspend pumping of the well and evaluate
and implement methods to reduce the porewater salinity of the northern rail pond to
levels below 5 parts per thousand, or below the salinity level established by baseline
monitoring,

(i) The Local Coastal Plan’s Environmental Resources Management Policy
No. 19 requires minimizing construction on land adjagent to wetlands during maximum
seasons of breeding bird activity (March 1 to July 1). To ensure compliance with this
requirement, Mitigation Measure BR1 of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, which is
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incorporated into the conditions of approval imposed herein, requires avoidance and
buffering of nests of migratory and special status bird species for construction work
conducted March through August.

(i)  In ageotechnical consultation prepared by RGH Geotechnical Consultants
(“RGH™), dated October 22, 2009 (“the RGH Geotechnical Consultation”), RGH
indicated the proposed sites for the Project’s well and chlorination structure are located
in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone for the San Andreas fault system. The level
of risk for surface rupture for the two sites is considered high. The RGH Geotechnical
Consultation indicates the Project’s chlorination structure is exempt from the special
fault study required in delineated fault zones due to the absence of human occupancy.
However, the chlorination structure has been relocated farther away from wetlands in the
vicinity of the Project, thereby reducing the risk to wetlands and associated biological
species if an accidental spill were to occur as a result of surface rupture. Moreover, the
RGH Environmental Consultation recommends specific construction standards for the
Project’s chlorination structure as one or more large earthquakes (Magnitude 6.7 or
greater) are predicted to occur within the next 30 years and the Project Site is subject to
seismic shaking. Specifically, the Project’s chlorination structure is recommended to
include a secondary containment basin built into the floor to contain any accidental
chlorine solution spills that might occur. In addition, only a week’s supply of dry calcium
hypochlorite tablets would be stored on-site. The conditions of approval imposed herein
require the District to incorporate these recommendations into the plans for the PI‘O_] ect’s
chlorination structure.

4.3  The Board finds that the establishment, maintenance, and operation of the
Project, as approved herein, will not be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort,
or general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood or to the general
welfare of the area.

Section 5.
Evidence in the Record.

5.1  The findings and determinations set forth in this resolption are based upon
the record of these proceedings. References to specific statutes, ordinances, regulations,
reports, or documents in a finding or determination are not intended to 1den11fy those
sources as the exclusive bases for the finding or determination.
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Now, Therefore, Be it Further Resolved, that based upon the foregoing findings
and determinations and the record of these proceedings, the Board hereby certifies,
declares, and orders as follows:

1. The foregoing findings and determinations are true and correct, are
supporied by substantial evidence in the record of these proceedings, and are adopted as
hereinabove set forth.

2. The information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been
reviewed and considered by the Board, and the Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration is adopted. PRMD is directed to file a notice of determination in accordance
~ with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines,

3. The Project is approved, subject to the conditions of approval set forth in
Exhibit “A,” attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

4. The Mitigation Monitoring Program is adopted as set forth in Exhibit “A.”
PRMD is directed to undertake monitoring in accordance with the Mitigation Monitoring
Program to ensure that required mitigation measures and project revisions are complied
with during project implementation.

5. The Board designates the Clerk of the Board as the custodian of the
documents and other materials that constitute the record of the proceedings upon which
the Board’s decisions herein are based. These documents may be found at the office of
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 573 Admlmstratlon Drive, Room 100A, Santa
Rosa, CA 95403.

Supervisors:

Brown: Aye Rabbitt: Aye  Zane: No McGuire: Aye Carrillo: No

Ayes: 3 Noes: 2 Apstain: ¢ Absent; (
SO ORDERED.
CDH 118094.10 14 ' 9727111
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Final Conditions of Approval 004;?%
Exhibit A %g,%
Date: September 27, 2011 File No.: ' PLP09-0057

Applicant:  Bodega Bay Public Utilities District APN:  100-060-012, -004, -010, -015, and -016
cfo Janef Mantua
Address: 1677, 1681, 1685, 1705, and 1707, Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay

Project Description: Request for a Use Permit and Coastal Permit to construct a new approximately 100-

foot deep municipal water well, transmission piping, and 80 sguare foot chlorination facility.

Prior to commencing the use, evidence must be submitted to the file that all of the following non-
operational conditions have been met.

1. Within five working days after project approval, the applicant shall pay a mandatory Notice of
Determinaticn filing fee of $50.00 (or latest fee in effect at time of payment) for County Clerk
processing, and $2,044.00 (or latest fee in effect at time of payment) because Subsequent
Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared, for a total of $2,094.00 made payable to Sonoma
County Clerk and submitted to PRMD. If the required filing fee is not paid for a project, the project
will not be operative, vested, or final and any local permits issued for the project will be invalid
(Section 711.4(c)(3) of the Fish and Game Code.) NOTE: If the fee is not paid within five days
after approval of the project, it will extend time frames for CEQA legal challenges.

BUILDING:

2, The applicant shall apply for and obtain building related permits from the Permit and Resource
Management Department (PRMD). The necessary applications appear to be, but may not be
limited to, site review, building permit, and grading permit.

3. Pricr to initiation of the approved use, the project shall comply with the accessibility requirements
set forth in the most recent California Building Code {CBC), as determined by the PRMD Building
Division. Such accessibility requirements shall apply to all new construction and remodeling and,
where required by the CBC, to retrofitting of the existing structure.

HEALTH:

“The conditions below have been satisfied BY DATE

PRIOR TO DRILLING PERMIT AND VESTING THE USE PERMIT:

4, Portable toilets and portable hand-washing facilities shall be placed and maintained for employees
as needed on the project site, but in no case shall they be serviced less than once per three days
when 24 hour operations are conducted, and once per seven days when only daytime operations
are conducted. Permitee shall provide an accessible portable restroom on the job site where
required by Federal, State or local taw, including but not limited to, requirements imposed under
OSHA, the Americans with Disabilitles Act or Fair Employment and Housing Act. The portable
restroom shall be removed after completion of construction activity.

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS: .

Noise:

5. Noise shall be controlied in accordance with the following as measured at the exterior property

line of any affected residential or sensitive land use: Exhibit 2
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)

FLANS

Page 17 of 23



Conditions of Approval - PLP09-0057
September 27, 2011
Page 2

TABLE NE-2:Maximum Aliowable Exterior Noise Exposures

T . Daytime Nighttime
Hourly Noise Metric', dBA (7 ;.m. to 10 p.m.) (18 p.m.to7 a.m.)
50 (30 minutes in any hour) 50 45
L25 (15 minutes in any hour) 56 50
L0OB (5 minutes in any hour) 60 65
L02Z (1 minute in any hour 65 860

{ ' The sound level exceeded n% of the time in any hour. For example, the L50 Is the vaiue exceeded 50% of the
time or 30 minutes in any hour; this is the median noise level. The L02 is the sound level exceeded 1 minute in

any hour.

6. If noise complaints are received from nearby residents, and they appear to be valid complaints in
PRMD's opinion, then the applicant shall conduct a noise study to determine if the current
operations meet hoise standards and identify any additional noise mitigation measures if
necessary. A copy of the noise study shall be submitted to the Project Review Health Specialist
within sixty days of notification from PRMD that a noise complaint has been received. The
owner/operator shall immediately implement any additional mitigation measures needed to meet
noise standards. :

7. Prior to operation, any new water well serving this project shall be fitted with a water meter to
measure all groundwater extracted for this use.

8. a. Groundwater Monitoring. The location of the wells, and groundwater elevations and quantities
of groundwater extracted for this use shali be monitored quarterly and reported to PRMD in
January of the following year pursuant to section WR-2d of the Sonoma County General Plan
and County policies. Annual monitoring fees shall be paid at the rate specified in the County
Fee Ordinance.

b. Rail Pond Monitoring. Prior to the construction of the water supply well, the District shall
install monitoring wells to monitor groundwater depth and salinity. One well will be located on
the north side of Bay Flat Road at sufficient depth to measure groundwater. Additional
monitoring wells shall be placed to measure groundwater salinity and groundwater depth
within and below the root zone elevation of the Rail Pond.

Monitoring wells to measure groundwater salinity and depth within and below the root zone
elevation at the rall pond shali be installed vertically in the ground to a depth of about 4 feet
with about 1-foot rising above ground (or as needed to be above high tides). The wells shall
be located at the following general locations: 1) the edge of the rail pond in salt marsh plant
community; 2) the edge of the rail pond in freshwater plant community; 3) landward of #2,
souith of Bay Flat Road; and, 4) landward of #3, north of Bay Flat Road. The exact monitoring
well locations shall be approved by PRMD in advance of placement.

Each well shall be constructed using 2-inch white PVC pipe with slotted sides in the below
ground portion that allows free movement of water in and out of the well. The above ground
portion is solid pipe that prevents rain, tidal influence and other substances from getting into
the well and will be equipped with a locking cap.

Sampling will be conducted monthly. For initial baseline data, samples will be taken every two
weeks for the first three months in order to determine fluctuation in salinity and groundwater
levels, if any. All sampling and ongoing monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
or hydrologist.

Groundwater levels in the wells shall be measured .and recorded. Salinity shall be sampled
within the root zone (soil porewater) of plants (approximately 6-inches below the surface)
using a salinity refractometer and recorded. Sampling will be scheduled to take place at Exhibit 2
highest tide (according to tide tables), and a water sample from the rail AeRdSON+d14087 (BBPUD)
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8.

waters of Bodega Bay shall also be taken and recorded. If surface water in the rail pond
contacts the well, it shall also be measured for salinity and recorded.

c. Biological Assessment. Prior to construction of the water supply well, the applicant shall
conduct an assessment and inventory of the plant species using fixed line transects within
and at the edges of the Rail Pond to establish the baseline condition of species composition,
species richness, and plant community structure. To complement the salinity monitoring
wells, the Rail Pond vegetation community will be monitored using a belt transect or simitar
method that will measure potential changes in plant community composition. The transect will
be completed by a qualified biologist bi-annually during February and August during the entire
five-year monitoring period.

d. Reporting and Mitigation. Annual well monitoring and biological assessment reports shall be
prepared for the initial five years of the project, and shall be conducted for at least 8 months
prior to operation of the well. The hydrologic monitoring reports shall include all
measurements made, and an evaluation of whether water levels and Rail Pond salinities
adequately emulate pre-project hydrologic conditions. The monitoring report shall be
prepared by a qualified biclogist, registered engineer or hydrologic professional and shall be
submitted to PRMD Project Review Division. If the monitoring report is prepared by a
registered engineer or hydrologic professional, the water monitoring report shall be reviewed
by the biologist conducting the vegetation community monitoring for comment and analysis.

If, during any time within the five year monitoring peried, the annual well monitoring reports (or
monthly samples) indicates an increase in root zone porewater salinity levels at or above 5
parts per thousand (ppt) or above the salinity leve! established by baseline data, a biological
review will be conducted. The biological review shall be prepared at the District's expense.
The report shall assess the biological conditions influenced by pumping along with other
factors that may have influenced the biological diversity of the rail ponds. If the biological
review indicates a significant shift in the plant community composition beyond seasonal
variation or baseline conditions, or other potentially significant impacts on the biotogic function
of the Rail Pand, then the district shall reduce or suspend pumping to evaluate methods to
reduce porewater salinity to levels below & ppt, or below the salinity level established by
baseline monitoring, subject to review and approval by PRMD. Recommendations will be
made for review and consideration by PRMD and the Board of Supervisors.

Required water meters shall be cafibrated, and copies of receipts and correction factors shall be
submitted to PRMD Project Review at least once every five years.

TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC WORKS:

“The conditions below have been satisfied" BY DATE

10. The developer shall obtain an Encroachment Permit from PRMD prior to constructing any
improvements within County road right-of-way.

PLANNING:

“The conditions below have been satisfied BY . DATE

1. This Use Permit and Coastal Permit allows for the construction of a new 100-foot deep municipal

12.

water well, fransmission piping, and 80 square foot chiorination structure. The permitted hours of
operation are 24 hours a day, seven days a week. The use shall be operated in accordance with
the proposal statement and site plan located in File No. PLP09-0057 as modified by these
conditions.

The applicant shall comply with all the mitigation measures, and mitigation monitoring located in
the Mitigated Negative Declaration dated June 19, 2008, prepared by Brelje & Race Engineers

and approved by the Bodega Bay Public Utility District Board of Directors on Aygust 20, 2008, _ EXhibit 2
pprovechy 9a Bay Y AN 7657 (

BBPUD)
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Those measures are incorporated herein as Conditions of Approval and are identified as follows
(BBPUD Mitigation Measure __).

PRE~ CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS:

13, Mitigation Measure 4.a. When feasible, construction activities and vegetation removal should be
conducted between April 1 through September 30, which is outside of the monarch butterfly over-
wintering period. If work must be conducted during the wintering period {October 1 through March
31), then a pre-construction survey for monarch butterfly roosts shall be performed by a qualified
biologist within two weeks of the onset of activities in and within 100 feet of the Project Area. [f an
active roost is found, an exciusion buffer shouid be placed around the roost tree at the discretion
of a qualified biologist.

Mitigation Monitoring: If construction or vegetation removal occurs during the wintering period for
monarch butterflies (October 1 through March 31) a qualified biologist shall be retained to monitor
and-conduct preactivity surveys; monitor construction activities that could directly impact sensitive
wildlife: and if necessary, ensure any active roosts are adequately buffered.

14, If possible, construction work should be conducted during the non-nesting season (September
through February) to avoid impacts to nesting migratory and special status bird species.
Implementation of this measure will reduce impacts on nesting special status bird species to a
level of less than significant.

If work must be conducted during the nesting season (March through August), pre-construction
nesting bird surveys shall be conducted 30 days prior to beginning that construction work. If
active raptor nests are found during preconstruction surveys, a 500-foot no-disturbance buffer will
be created around active raptor nests during the breeding season or until it is determined that all
young have fledged. A 100-foot buffer zone will be created around the nests of other special-
status birds (Migratory Bird Act). These buffer zones may be modified in coordination with
California Department of Fish & Game based on conditions at work locations at the time of nest
identification.

If preconstruction surveys indicate that nests are inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied during
the construction period, no further mitigation is required. {BBPUD Mitigation Measure BR1).

15. Design of the well vault and chlorination facility shall include noise attenuation to ensure that noise
associated with those facilities shall be minimized. At a minimum, noise shall be reduced to
comply with General Plan standards. (BBPUD Mitigation Measure N1).

16. The project plans and specifications shall proifide for the following:;

a. Al eguipment and vehicles used for construction will be maintained in proper mechanicat
condition with engine muffiers installed.

b. The contractor shall locate stationery construction equipment, such as generators and/or air
compressors, as far as possibie from sensitive residential property boundaries. Such
equipment shall be turned off when not in use.

c. Construction activities shall be restricted to the hours between 7,00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday. Noise generating construction activities shall be prohibited on
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays. Should special circumstances necessitate
performance of construction work outside the hours and days specified herein, the contractor
‘may request and the District may approve such work. (BBPUD Mitigation Measure N2).

17.  The project plans and specifications shalt provide that in the event prehistoric-era or historic-era
archaeological site indicators are unearthed during the course of grading, excavation and/or
trenching, all ground disturbing work in the vicinity of the discovery shall cease and all exposed
materials shall be ieft in ptace. Prehistoric-era archaeologic site indicators could include chipped
chert and obsidian tools and tool manufacture waste flakes, grinding implements such as mortarsgy hipjt 2
and pestles, and locally darkened soil containing the previously mentioned iﬁ_@gg@wa_ll] a]s_(ﬁ@ (BBPUD)

FLANS
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18,

18,

20,

21.

22.

23,

altered stone and dietary debris such as bone and shellfish fragments. Historic-era archaeologic
site indicators could inciude items of ceramic, glass and metal, and features such as structural
ruins, wells and pits containing such artifacts. After cessation of excavation, the contractor shall
immediately contact the District. The District shall contact a qualified professional archaeologist
immediately after the find. Such archaeologist shall conduct an evaluation of significance of the
site, and assess the necessity for mitigation. The contractor shall not resume construction
activities until authorization to proceed is received from the District. (BBPUD Mitigation Measure
CR1}.

The project plans and specifications shall provide that in the event paleontological site indicators
are unearthed during the course of grading, excavation and/or trenching, all ground disturbing
waork in the vicinity of the discovery shall cease and all exposed materials shall be left in place.
After cessation of excavation, the contractor shall immediately contact the District. The District
shali contact a qualified professional geologist or paleontologist immediately after the find. Such
consultant shall conduct an evaluation of significance of the site, and assess the necessity for
mitigation. The contractor shall not resume construction activities until authorization to proceed is
received from the District. (BBPUD Mitigation Measure CR2).

The project plans and specifications shall provide for the following:

The construction staging and work areas shall be identified by the contractor and approved by the
District's Project Manager prior to the delivery of construction equipment or materials, and prior to
construction. The staging and work areas shall have designated temporary parking area(s) for
construction personnel, (BBPUD Mitigation Measure T1).

All structural, architectural and mechanical details shall be designed to resist earthquake ground
shaking and shall conform to all the recommendations listed in the Geotechnical Consultation
prepared by RGH Consultants, Jared Pratt, Certified Engineering Geologist, Eric Chase,
Geotechnical Engineer, October 22, 2009.

The applicant shall provide evidence to the Project Planner that all recommendations listed in the
Geotechnical Consultation shall be incorporated into the building plans for the chlorination
structure which is subject to review and approval by PRMD Building Division prior to issuance of a
building permit.

At the time of submitting a building permit application, the applicant shall submit to PRMD a
Condition Compliance Review fee deposit (amount to be determined consistent with the ordinance
in effect at the time), In addition, the applicant shall be responsible for payment of any additional
compliance review fees that exceed the inftial deposit {(based upon hours of staff time worked)
prior to final inspection being granted.

This “At Cost" entitlement is not vested until all permit processing costs are paid in full.
Additionally, no grading or building permits shall be issued until all permit processing costs are
paid in full.

DURING CONSTRUCTION:

24,

25,

26,

Contractors shall be required to maintain through movements for all emergency service vehicles
and personnel on affected roadways during all hours, Emergency service providers shall be
notified of proposed construction that affects roadways by the contractor.

The contractor shall be required to maintain traffic flow on local roadways during non-working
hours, and to minimize traffic restrictions during working hours. The contractor shall be required
to follow traffic safety measures in accordance with the current Caltrans Manual of Traffic Controls
for Construction and Mainfenance Work Zones. (BBPUD Mitigation Measure T2).

Mitigation Measure 4.c{1). Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented during
project construction to prevent accidental filling and/or erosion and sedimentation. BMPs include Exhibit 2
but are not limited to: instaltation of construction fencing along the project bAu@I8ENRETe837 (BBPUD)
FLANS
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27.

28.

29

30.

within 100 feet of a wetland to clearly mark the work area and prevent work outside of the
construction area. In addition, silt fencing shall be installed along the project boundary if rain is
forecast within 10 days of construction activities that would occur within 100 feet of a wetland.

Mitigation Monitoring: BMP'S shall be shown on all building plans to protect boundaries within 100
feet of a wetland the wetland shall be identified on project building plans and the plans shall be
reviewed approved by PRMD prior to issuance of the building permit and prior to construction,

Construction activities shal! be restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday. Noise generating construction activities shall be prohibited on Saturdays,
Sundays, and legal hofidays. Should special circumstances necessitate performance of
caonstruction work outside the hours and days specified herein, the contractor may request and the
District may approve such work. (BBPUD Mitigation Measure N2).

The following Feasible Control Measures, as described by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District, shall be implemented during construction to minimize fugitive dust and emissions:

a, Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.
b. Cover all trucks hauling soils or demolition materials.

c. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas
at the construction site. Sweep daily if visible scil materials are carried onto adjacent streets.

d. Minimize vehicle idle times and turn off construction equipment when not in use.

e. Replant vegetafion on disturbed areas as quickly as possible. (BBPUD-Mitigation Measure
AQ1).

if human remains are encountered during grading, excavation or trenching, all construction activity
shall cease and the contractor shall immediately contact the District and the Sonoma County
Coroner's Office. If the remains are determined by the Coroner's Office to be of Native American
origin, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted and the procedures outlined
in CEQA §15064.5 {d) and (e) shall be implemented by the District or |ts designee, (BBPUD
Mitigation Measure CR3).

Installation of piping may alter surface drainage conditions that could result in erosion or slope
Instability. Erosion control measures that follow Best Management Practices shall be incorporated
into the project plans and specifications. The Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board
publishes an Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual which describes such practices. As a
specific example, the project shall preserve existing vegetation where possible; utilize straw
waddles and straw bale barriers to prevent erosion into storm drains or waterways. Additionally,
disturbed sand stabilizing vegetation shall be replaced along pipeline alignments. (BBPUD
Mitigation Measure GS1).

ONGOING OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS:

31.

32.

33.

This use shall be constructed, maintained, and operated in conformance with all applicable
county, state, and federal statutes, ordinances, rules, and regulations. A violation of any
applicable statute, ordinance, rule or regulation shall be a violation of the Use Permit, subject to
revocation,

Any proposed modification, afteration, and/or expansion of the use authorized by this Use
Permit/Coastal Permit shall require the prior review and approval of PRMD or the Board of Zoning
Adjustments, as appropriaté. Such changes may require a new or modified Use Permit/Coastal
Permit and additional envircnmental review,

" The Director of PRMD Is hereby authorized to modify these conditions for minor adjustments to

respond to unforeseen field constraints provided that the goals of these condltlons can be safe| _y Exhibit 2
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)
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34,

achieved in some other manner, The applicant must submit a written request to PRMD
demonstrating that the conditions is infeasible due to specific constraints (e.g. lack of property
rights) and shall include a proposed alternative measure or option to meet the goal or purpose of
the condition. PRMD shall consult with affected departments and agencies and may require an
application for modification of the approved permit. Changes to conditions that may be authorized
by PRMD are limited to those items that are not adopted standards or were not adopted as
mitigation measures or that were not at issue during the public hearing process. Any medification
of the permit conditions shall be documented with an approval letter from PRMD, and shall not
affect the original permit approval date or the term for expiration of the permft.

The owner/operator and all successors in interest, shall comply with all applicable provisions of
the Sonoma County Code and alf other applicable local, state and federal regulations.

This permit shalt be subject to revocation or modification by the Board of Zoning Adjustments if:
{a) the Board finds that there has been noncompliance with any of the conditions or (b} the Board
finds that the use for which this permit is hereby granted constitutes a nuisance. Any such
revocation shall be preceded by a public hearing noticed and heard pursuant to Section 26-92-120
and 26-92-140 of the Sonoma County Code.

In any case where a Use Permit has not been used within two (2) year after the date of the
granting thereof, or for such additional period as may be specified in the permit, such permit shall
become automatically void and of no further effect, provided however, that upon written request by
the applicant prior to the expiration of the two year period the permit approval may be extended for
not more than one {1) year by the authority which granted the original permit pursuant to Section
26-92-130 of the Sonoma County Code.

Exhibit 2
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUD)
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Coastal Woodland
Gategory grouping the redwood, mixed evergreen, closed cone pine, and oak woodland forests.

Pygmy Forest

Forest community dominated by dwarfed endemic species which are limited by poor drainage, acid humus
layer, climate and rainfall, terrace age, and mineral content of subsurface soils.

Environmental Resource Designations and Mapping

The environmental resources of the Sonoma Coast were identified, reviewed and mapped by a biological
consulting firm, the Environmental Technical Advisory Committee and staff. Based on this assessment a
hierarchy of environmental sensitivity was established. Especially sensitive areas are designated
Sanctuary-Preservation; the more important environmental resource areas are designated Conservation;
the remaining environmental resources are designated Potentially Sensitive.

Sanctuary-Preservation areas are the most environmentally sensitive areas along the coast. They
correspond to "Environmentaily Sensitive Habitat Areas" as defined in the 1976 Coastal Act Sections
30107.5 and 30240. No development other than nature trails and resource dependent uses shall be
allowed within such areas. There shall be no significant disruption of habitat values. Pesticide and
herbicide applications would not be allowed within or affecting such areas unless it is necessary to
maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the Sanctuary Preservation area.

Conservation areas also encompass sensitive resource areas. No development will be allowed in
Conservation areas uniess an environmental study determines that no adverse effects would occur.
Pesticide and herbicide applications would not be allowed within or affecting Conservation areas unless it
is necessary to maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the Conservation area.

Potentially sensitive areas include minor or disturbed drainages, coasta! bluffs, beaches, windbreaks,
known or suspected archaeological sites, and sensitive soils.

Of the mapped environmental resources, the potentially sensitive are the least sensitive or are of
undetermined sensitivity. Development shall be allowed only if no adverse effects would occur,
Environmental studies may be required.

Policies and recommendations governing specific resource categories provide guidance for protection of
the mapped areain each of the three designaticns as well as adjacent lands, and unmapped areas.

Environmental resources are represented on three sets of maps. First, Sonoma County Coastal
envircnmental resource categories are mapped on the ten Coastal Pian subarea base maps at a scale of
1 inch = 1000 feet. These maps are located in the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management
Depariment and are intended primarily for use by coastal planners in implementing the biological and
ecological resource management recommendations contained in this chapter. (The Environmental
Resource Summaries list the resource categories shown on each subarea map.)

Second, known or suspected archaeclogical sites are identified on ten Archaeological Maps at a scale of 1
inch = 1000 feet for use by coaslal planners.

HOMBE\CSTLPLNOZLANDUSE\SECS 20 12/01
Exhibit 4
A-2-SON-11-037 (Bodega Bay Public Utilities Dist)
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Second, known or suspected archaeologicai sites are identified on ten Archaeclogical Maps at a scale of 1
inch = 1000 feet for use by coastal planners.

Third, Resource areas requiring special consideration and protection received Sanctuary-Preservation,
Conservation, or Potentially Sensitive area designations. These areas are mapped at a scale of 1 inch =
6000 feet and are included in the Coastal Plan (Open Space Maps).

Present environmental resource mapping portrays the extent of known resources. The final

implementation Plan will contain a procedure by which refinements or corrections to these maps can be
made.

[AHOMECSTLPLNOZLANDUSESEC3 21 12101
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A heron rookery is located on Penny Island in the cypress trees on the northeastern side of the island.
Successful nesting at this site has been observed during the most recent three years. The island is
presently part of the State Park, but does not have any particular sanctuary status. Log shags in the
Russian River from Penny Island to Willow Creek provide habitats for seals, sea lions, and water birds
and should be preserved.

Sanctuary-Freservation Areas:

Penny Island

Willow Creek freshwater marsh

Coastal bluff at Duncan Point

Rare and/or endangered plant site

Osprey nest sites

Heron rookeries in Willow Creek Park

Freshwater marsh, sand spit, and riparian corridor on south side of the Russian River
Riparian corridor of Willow Creek upstream to its second land-crossing by Willow Creek Road
Riparian corridor of Scotty Creek and Kolmer Gulch

Rocky intertidal area

Conservation Areas:

Coastal woodland and grassland between the south side of Freezeout Creek and the north side of Willow
Creek

9. Bodega Bay

Bodega Harbor is an area of high natural resource value, combined with intensive activities of commercial
and sport fishing, passive recreation, and educational institutions. The natural resources of the are
include a salt marsh which is rare on the northern California coast and which would benefit from

restorative measures; tidal mud flats; freshwater-brackish water on the west side and north end of the
harbor.

Sanctuary-Preservation Areas:

Freshwater marshes on west side and at north end of Bodega Harbor

Ocean, rocky intertidal, and sandy beach of the Bodega Marine Life Refuge

Bodega Rock

Freshwater marsh along Salmon Creek

Dunes and mud flats on the north side of Doran Park

Rare and/or endangered plant sites

Ponds, reservoirs, seeps ‘

Freshwater marsh areas north of the entrance road to Bodega Dunes State Park and at the north end of
the harbor

Marsh areas at the southeast side of Bodega Harbor

Seabird nest sites near Bodega Head

Riparian areas of Salmon Creek

Riparian areas west of the entrance road to the State Park and at the north end of the harbor

Conservation Areas:

Dunes, coastal strand and sandy beach areas of Salmon Creek Beach and the adjacent State Park
Entire Bodega Head :

HOMBEWCSTLUPLNO2L ANDUSESECS 26 12/01 e
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12
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

The habitats or specific resources which have been mapped for the Sonoma County coast are listed
below with management recommendations for each.

Sandy Beaches and Sand Spits. including Smelt Spawning Areas

1. Prohibit the opening of sandbars except for maintenance of tidal flow to assure the continued
biological productivity of streams and associated wetlands and in particular cases to prevent flooding.
Bars should not be breached until there is sufficient in-stream fiow to preserve ‘anadromous fish runs.

2. Prohibit ali off-road non-authorized motor vehicles from beach areas.
3. Prohibit the removal of sand from beaches and spits.

Dunes and Coastal Strand
4. Prohibit the removal of sand from dunes except for dunes management.

5. Preserve and protect coastal dune habitats from all but resource dependent, scientific, educational,
and passive recreational uses including support facilities. Disturbance or destruction of any dune
vegetation should be prohibited uniess as required for public park facilities, and then only if
revegetation is a condition of project approval.

6. Prohibit all off-road, non-authorized vehicles from dune areas.

7. Minimize foot traffic for ali permitted uses, including recreation, on vegetated dunes. Where access
through dunes is necessary, well-defined foctpaths or raised boardwalks shail be developed and
used. Access areas should be posted with explanations describing the importance of the use of
limited access routes for the purpose of protecting the plant communities.

8. Identify wildlife nesting and breeding habitats of rare or sensitive plants or animals for the publicly
’ owned dune areas in order to temporarily restrict access to these areas during identified breeding and
nesting seasons.

Riparian: Note - Where General Plan standards and policies are more restrictive than the following,
development shall comply with the General Plan or Coastal Pian policies, whichever are more
restrictive, provided that no development shall be approved which does not comply with
Coastal Plan policies.

9. Prohibit construction of permanent structures within riparian areas as defined, or 100 feet from the
lowest line of riparian vegetation, whichever is greater, except development dependent on the
resources in the riparian habitat, including public recreation facilities related to the resource. Any
development shall be allowed only if it can be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade such areas, and shall be cornpatible with the continuance of the riparian habitat.
The riparian area or 100 foot wide buffer zone should generally be maintained in a natural,
undisturbed state. Trails and access may be permitted if studies determine no long-term adverse
impacts would result from their construction, maintenance, and public use. Trails should be made of
porous materials.

10. Require erosion-control measures for projects affecting the riparian corridor.

NHOMECSTLPLNOZALANDUSE\SEC3 28 12101
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11. Prohibit the removal of vegetation except commercial timber, subject to an approved timber harvest
plan, from the riparian corridor uniess it is shown to be essential to continued viability of the wetland,

12. Prohibit filling, grading, dredging, excavation or construction in the watercourse of a riparian corridor
uniess it is shown that such action will maintain the value of the area as a habitat for wildlife and
aquatic organisms and is compatible with continued viability of the habitat.

13. Prohibit pesticide and herbicide application in a riparian protection zone of 100 feet above the lowest
line of streamside vegetation, or within riparian areas as defined, whichever is greater.

14. Encourage special range management practices which protect riparian areas.
15. Encourage development of livestock watering areas away from the riparian corridor.
Wetlands (Marshes, Ponds, Reservoirs, Seeps):

Note - Where General Plan standards and policies are more resfrictive than the following,
development shall comply with the General Plan or Coastal Pian policies, whichever are more

restrictive, provided that no development shall be approved which does not comply with Coastal Plan
policies.

16. Encourage restoration of marshiands where feasible.

17. Exclude all motor vehicies from wetlands. Pedestrian and equestrian traffic should be directed to
specific areas with facilities provided to eliminate adverse impacts on biological resources.

18. Prohibit filling, grading, diking, dredging, and construction in wetlands, except under special conditions
delineated in the Coastal Act Section 30233. All projects must maintain or enhance the functional
capacity of the wetland or estuary. Dredging, when consistent with the provisions of the Coastal Act
and where necessary for the maintenance of the tidal flow and contirued viability of the wetland
habitat, should be subject to the following conditicns:

Prohibit dredging in breeding and nursery areas and during periods of fish migration and
spawning.

Limit d'redging to the smaliest area feasible.

Require protective measures for dredging and excavation such as silt curtains, diapers, and weirs
to protect water quality.

Remove structures as soon as possible once they have served their purpose.

Dredge spoils should not be deposited in areas subject to tidal influenice or in areas where public
access would be significantly adversely affected, as well as certain environmentally sensitive areas.

19. Minimize construction on land adjacent to wetlands during maximum seasons of breeding bird activity
(March 1 to July 1).

20. Prohibit discharge of wastewater into any wetland unless such discharge maintains or enhances the
functional capacity of the wetiand and maintains the quality of the receiving water.

HOMEGSTLPLNOZL ANDUSEVSEC3 29 1201
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21,

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

14

Prohibit grazing or other agricultural uses in designated coastal wetlands. On watershed lands, a
fence should be constructed on the outer edge of the wetland.

Prohibit the diking or filling of seasonal wetlands for the purpose of conversion to agriculture or to
accommodate development of any kind.

Encourage the fencing of springs, seeps, and pond areas surrounded by lands used for grazing.
Water for livestock should be piped outside of the wetland for use by livestock.

Prohibit the removal of vegetation from wetlands unless it is shown to be essential to the habitat
viability.
Prohibit construction of agricultural, commercial, industrial and residential structures within 100 feet of

wetlands.

Between 100 and 300 feet of wetlands, prohibit construction of agricultural, commercial, industrial and
residential structures unless an environment assessment finds the wetiand would not be affected by
such construction.

Prohibit new water diversions from streams that feed wetlands without establishing limits on diversion
sufficient to protect the wetland.

Bodega Harbor Tideflats

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Prohibit motor vehicles.

Recommend periodic closing of portions of the tide flats on the west side of the harbor to shellfish
harvesting. A rotation system allowing opening of each section of the tide flats every three to five
years has been suggested. The County should request evaluation of this proposal by the Department
of Fish and Game.

Encourage more restrictive bag and possession limits and gear restrictions for ghost shrimp
(Callianassa californiensis), mud shrimp (Upogebia pugettensis), and blood worms (Urechis caupo).

Enforce leash laws to minimize the effects of domestic animals on marine mamma! and shorebird
populations on the tide fiats.

Prohibit discharge of effluents in tide fiat areas.

Prohibit dredging and filling in tide flat areas, except under special conditions delineated in the Coastal
Act. The impact of dredging on the surrounding biota can be minimized by restricting operations to
winter months.

Rocky Intertidal, Including Sea Bird Rookeries

34.

Generally prohibit the development of groins, breakwaters, piers, sea walls, pipelines or other
structures in the rocky intertidal areas. These structures or other such construction that alters natural
shoreline processes shall be permitted in other resource areas only when required to serve coastal-
dependent uses or to protect existing structures or pubiic beaches in danger from erosion and when
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shorelines and supply. Existing marine
structures causing water stagnation contributing to poliution problems and fish kills should be phased
out or upgraded where feasible.
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Open Water

76. Prohibit construction of new structures, and dredging, filiing or diking in open water except in
accordance with Section 30233 of the 1976 Coastal Act. Open water shall be defined in a manner
consistent with the Commission's Wetlands Guidelines.

77. Prohibit dredging during periods of fish migration and spawning, and limit dredging to the smallest
area feasible.

Designated Sanctuary Preservation and Conservation Areas

78. Implement Sanctuary-Preservation and Conservation Area limitations in order to assure special
consideration and protection for unique resources of the coastal zone.

Archaeological Resources

79. Require an archaeological study when proposed projects are within designated archaeological site
areas, and reguire implernentation of reasonable mitigation measures when recommended by the
study.

80. Continue to send all projects subject to CEQA to Sonoma State Anthropology Laboratory for review.

ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS

INTRODUCTION - COASTAL ACT POLICIES

Various environmental hazards are constraints to human activity in the coastal zone. Geclogic, seismic,
flood, and fire hazards are found throughout the planning area and must be respected. Coastal Act
policies direct new development to minimize risks to life and property from environmental hazards and to
avoid substantial alteration of natural land forms:

30253. New development shall:
(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, ficod, and fire hazard.

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way reqguire the
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluff and
cliffs.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS - DESCRIPTION

The Sonoma County Coastal Zone is subject to earthquake hazards. The San Andreas fault runs parallel
to the coast coming inland at Bodega Harbor and Fort Ross. Geologic and historic records indicate that
earthquakes have and will occur on this portion of the San Andreas fault. An earthquake could be
accompanied by surface fault rupture, ground shaking, and ground failure. Earthquakes and their
associated hazards will affect both the man-made and natural environments within the coastal zone.
Related seismic hazards should be anticipated and respected, and considered in the planning process.
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Coastal Zoning Ordinance
Article D{. RR Rural Residential District

9 Accessory building(s) may be constructed within the required yards on the rear half of the lot,
provided that such building(s) shall not occupy more than thirty percent (30%) of the width of any rear
yard. Such accessory building(s) shall not be located closer than ten (10) feet to the main buildings
on adjacent lots. Notwithstanding the foregoing, swimming pools may occupy more than thirty
percent (30%) of the width of any rear yard. A minimum of three (3) feet shall be maintained between
the wall of a poot and the rear and side property lines, and from the main building on the same lot.

Conventional pool accessory equipment (pump, filters, etc.) shall be exempt from setback restrictions.
Additional setbacks may be required under the Uniform Building Code.

(10)  Additional setbacks méy be required within a sensitive area, nparian corridor, scenic corridor, critical
habitat area, or unique feature, designated in the General Plan or Coastal Plan.

() Parkihg requirements:
(1) On-site parking shall be provided for a minimum of two (2) vehicles for each dwelling unit.

(2) On-site parking shall be screened from view from pbbiic rcadways by natural vegetation, landscaping,
' natural topography, fencing or structures. _

3) On-site parking shail not block emergency vehicle accessways or tumarounds.

{h) Environmental and Hazards Requirements.

(1) Environmental Protection and Hazards recommendations contained in the Coastal Plan, chapter 3,
and land use recommendations 20 and 21, chapter 7, shall be applied to development projects within
or affecting identified "Potentially Sensitive®, "Conservation”, "Sanctuary Preservation®, and
"Geologically Unstable” areas on Open Space and Hazards maps.

(@) All development shali be subject to Site Development and Erosion Control Standards. These
standards are to be used as the minimum standards for development in the Coastal Zona. Where
both these standards and the policies of the Coastal Plan apply to a development, the policies of the
Coastal Plan shall take precedence over these standards. Where the policies and standards of the
General Pian are more restrictive than those of the Coastal Plan or any of the standards below, the
General Plan standards and policies shall apply. Development shall comply with Coastal Plan policies.

(3) No development or grading shall occur on slopes greater than thirty (30%) percent, unless no feasible
alternate site is available.

(i) Access Dedication.

(1) Each permit must conform fo Chapter V access provisions of the Coastal Pian. An offer of dedication
is required if an accessway is shown on the property in the access plan. Consult Chapter V in the
Coastal Plan for a description of each accessway and procedural requirements for dedication. In

addition, existing prescriptive rights must be protected even if no accessway is shown in the access
plan. : '

(2) Two types of access may be required: Lateral and/or vertical.

a. Lateral access refers to access paralieling the water's edge, either on the beach or the bluff.
For all new development between the first public road and the ocean, granting of lateral
easements to aliow for public access along the shoreline shail be rmandatory, unless the
project has no direct or cumulative impact on the availability of public access to the coast.
When there is a biuff, beach access to the toe of the bluff should be dedicated. If not, a
twenty-five (25) foot wide accessway should be dedicated. If a bluff top trail is shown in the
access plan, a bluff top easement dedication shall be required to be described as an area
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ATTACHMENT "G"

ENVIRONMENTAL RESQURCES MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
IMPLEMENTING ZONING DISTRICT ENVIRONMENTAL AND HAZARD REQUIREMENTS

The habitats or specific resources which have been mapped for the Sonoma County coast are listed below with
management recommendations for each. In any case where the Generai Plan standard for riparian corridors or
critical habitats is more restrictive than the standards below, development shail conform to the General Pian

standard.
Sandy Beaches and Sand Spits, including Smelt Spawning Areas.

1 Prohibit the opening of sandbars except for maintenance of tidal flow to assure the continued biological
productivity of streams and associated wetlands and in particular cases to prevent flooding. Bars should
not be breached until there is sufficient instream flow to preserve anadromous fish runs. -

2. Prohibit all off-road non-authorized motor vehicles from beach areas.
3. Prohibit the removal of sand from beaches and spits.

Dunes and Coastal Strand
4. Prohibit the removal of sand from dunes except for dunes management.

5. Preserve and protect coastal dune habitats from all but resource dependent, scientific, educational, and
passive recreational uses including support facilities. Disturbance or destruction of any dune vegetation
should be prohibited unless as required for public park facilities, and then only if revegetation is a condition

of project approval.
6. Prohibit all off-road, non-authorized vehicles from dune areas.

7. Minimize foot traffic for all permitted uses, including recreation, on vegetated dunes. Where access
through dunes is necessary, well-defined footpaths or raised boardwalks shall be developed and used.
Access areas should be posted with explanations describing the importance of the use of limited access
routes for the purpose of protecting the plant communities.

8. ldentify wildlife nesting and breeding habitats of rare or sensitive plants or animals for the publicly owned
dune areas in order to temporarily restrict access to these areas during identified breeding and nesting
seasons.

9. Prohibit construction of permanent structures within riparian areas as defined, or 100 feet from the lowest

line of riparian vegetation, whichever is treater, except development dependent on the resources in the
riparian habitat, including public recreation facilities related to the resource. Any development shall be
altowed only if it can be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of the riparian habitat. The riparian area or 100 foot
wide buffer zone should generally be maintained in a natural, undisturbed state. Trails and access may be
permitted if studies determine no iong-term adverse impacts would result from their construction,
maintenance and public use. Trails should be made of porous materials.

10. Require erosion-control measures for projects affecting the riparian corridor.

11. Prohibit the removal of vegetation except commercial timber, subject to an approved timber harvest plan,
from the riparian corridor unless it is shown to be essential to continued viability of the wetland.

. Exhibit 6
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12. Prohibit filling, grading, dredging, excavation, or construction in the watercourse of a riparian corridor
unless it is shown that such action will maintain the value of the area as a habitat for wildlife and aguatic
organisms and is compatible with continued viability of the habitat.

13. Prahibit pesticide and herbicide application in a riparian protection zone of 100 feet above the lowest
streamside vegetation, or within riparian areas as defined, whichever is greater.

14. Encourage special range management practices which protect riparian areas.

15. Encourage development of livestock watering areas away from the riparian corridor,

Wetlands {Marshes, ponds, reservoirs, seeps)
16. Encourage restoration of marshlands where feasible.

17. Exclude all motor vehicles from wetlands. Pedestrian and equestrian traffic should be directed to specific
areas with facilities provided to eliminate adverse impacts an biolagical resources.

18. Prohibit filling, grading, diking, dredging, and construction in wetiands except under special conditions
.delineated in the Coastal Act Section 30233.

All projects must maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary. Dredging, when
consistent with the provisions of the Coastal Act and where necessary for the maintenance of the tidal flow
and continued viability of the wetland habitat, should be subject to the following conditions:

. Prohibit dredging in breeding and nursery areas and during periods of fish migration and
spawning.

L Limit dredging to the smallest area feasible.

'Y Require protective measures for dredging and excavation such as silt curtains, diapers, and weirs
to protect water quality. Remove structures as soon as possible once they have served their
purpose.

Dredge spoils should not be deposited in areas subject to tidal influence or in areas where public access
would be significantly adversely affected, as well as certain environmentally sensitive areas.

19. Minimize construction on land adjacent to wetlands during maximum seasons of breeding bird activity.
(March 1 to July 1)

20. Prohibit discharge of wastewater into any wetland unless such discharge maintains or enhances the
functional capacity of the wetland and maintains the guality of the receiving water.

21. Prohibit grazing or other agricultural uses in designated coastal wetiands. On watershed lands, a fence
should be constructed on the outer edge of the wetland.

22. Prohibit the diking or filling of seasonal wetlands for the purpose of conversion to Agriculture or to
accommodate development of any kind.

23. Encourage the fencing of springs, seeps, and pond areas surrounded by lands used for grazing. Water
for livestock should be piped outside of the wetland for use by livestock,

24, Prohibit the removal of vegetation from wetlands unless it is shown to be essential to the habitat viability.

25. Prohibit construction of agricultural, commercial, industrial and residential structures within 100 feet of
wetlands.

IAHOME\COMP\CSTPLNOZVADMINMAN 47 12101 A 5.SON-11-037 (BAPUP)

Certified Administrative Manual Policies
Page 2 of 9



26. Between 100 and 300 feet of wetlands, prohibit construction of agricultural, commercial, industrial and
residential structures unless an environmental assessment finds the wetland would not be affected by

such construction.

27. Prohibit new water diversions from streams that feed wetlands without estabiishing limits on diversion
sufficient to protect the wetland.

Bodega Harbor Tideflats

28. Prohibit motor vehicles.

29, Recommend periodic closing of portions of the tideflats on the west side of the harbor to shellfish
harvesting. A rotation system allowing opening of each section of the tideflats every three to five years
has been suggested. The County should request evaluation of this proposal by the Department of Fish

and Game.

30. Encourage more restrictive bag and possession limits and gear restrictions for ghost shrimp
(Caliifllianassaiforniensis), mud shrimp (Upogebia pugettensis), and blood worms (Urechis caupo).

3t. Enforce leash laws to minimize the effects of domestic animals on marine mammai and shorebird
populations on the tideflats.

32. Prohibit discharge of effluents in tideflat areas.

33. Prohibit dredging and filling in tideflat areas, except under special conditions delineated in the Coastal Act.
The impact of dredging on the surrounding biota can he minimized by restricting operations to winter
months.

Rocky Intertidal, including Sea Bird Rookeries

34. Generally prohibit the development of groins, breakwaters, piers, seawalls, pipelines or other structures in
the rocky intertidal areas. These structures or other such construction that alters natural shoreline
processes shall be permitted in other resource areas only when required to serve coastal-dependent uses
or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion and when designed to eliminate
or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing marine structures causing water
stagnation contributing to pollution problems and fish kills should be phased out or upgraded where

feasible.
3s. Prohibit vehicies in rock intertidal areas.
36. Designate important rocky intertidal areas as Marine or Ecological Reserves. Encourage maintenance of

such areas by appropriate public agencies or private groups.

37. Designate the offshore, mouth, and banks of the Estero Americano as an ecological reserve. Sonoma
County should act as the "lead public agency” to preserve this area as a representative of the Coastal
estuarine environment of North Carolina.

38. Encourage utilization of the public shoreline at Salt Point State Park, Kruse Rarich, and the non-historic
areas of Fort Ross Park to remove some pressure on the underwater resources at Stillwater Cove.

39. Prohibit public access to offshore rocks which are designated as seabird rookeries and nesting areas, and
to habitats of seals and sea iions.

Coastal Bluffs

40. Require erosion and sediment control measures for excavation, grading, and construction operations in
coastal permits for areas adjacent to coastal bluffs.
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41, Prohibit the removal of sand or rock materials from ény part of the bluffs except for road maintenance.

42, Minimize the removal of native plant species from the coastal biuff area.

43. Prohibit all off-road non-authorized motor vehicle traffic on biuff areas in order to limit compaction, erosion,
and destruction of plants. Equestrian traffic should be directed to areas where the subsequent
compaction and erosion do not adversely affect the stability of the bluffs.

44. Minimize recreational use of biuff sites known to be used by birds as nesting or roosting areas.

45, Design access points (stairways or trails) which pass through coastal bluff habitat to minimize erosion and
disruption of bluff vegetation. Public access must be limited to the trailway corridor.

46. Develop surfaced paths along cliff tops, and paths or steps down cliff faces in bluff areas with heavy
recreational use. In areas of moderate use, paths can be constructed of local material.

47. Prohibit development within 100 feet of a bluff edge except as described in Environmental Hazards
Recommendation 2, Chapter M.

48. Encourage agricuitural management practices which minimize soil erosion, sedimentation and siltation.

49. Include in coastal permits erosion and sediment control measures for excavation, grading and
construction operations.

50. Provide areas for public cbservation of local cormerant population on Bodega Head and Stump Beach.

51. Encourage use of the upland area of Stillwater Cove County Park as a suitable area for educational

facilities concerning coastal grassland or prairie.

Coastal Woodland

52 Include erosion and sediment control measures in coastal permits.

53. Minimize disruption to vegetation in all grading operations, placement of fill, or construction of structures,

Pygmy Forest

54, Prohibit construction of permanent structures except for those necessary for scieﬁtific and educational
uses of this particular habitat.

55. Prohibit off-road motor vehicles, except for those required for management or emergency use in the forest
area.

Windbreaks

56. Promote retention and proper management of existing windbreaks which are predominantly east-west

oriented and do not block extensive coastal views.

57. Discourage new windbreaks that would interrupt coastal views.

Rare or Endangered Plants and Animals

58. Protect designated sites of rare or endangered plants. Prior to any development in or adjacent to
designated sites, conduct precise botanical surveys to determine the distribution of any rare and/or
endangered plants. Botanical surveys should be conducted during natural blooming season of species in
guestion. Development should be sited and designed and constructed to prevent impacts of grading,
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paving, construction of roads or structures, runoff, and erosion from significantly degrading rare and
endangered plant habitats, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

59. Assure compliance with the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and the California Endangered
Species Act of 1970 as amended.

Osprey Nest Site

g0. Limit recreational activities near identified osprey nesting sites to low intensity passive recreation. These
limitations are especially important during May through July when incubation takes place.

61. Protect osprey nesting sites located along the Willow Creek, Freezecout Creek, and Russian River uplands
from disturbance by logging activities.

62. Prohibit removal of snags and dead tops of live trees in areas surrounding identified osprey sites.

83. Prohibit removal of osprey nests.

64. Prohibit development of structures and avoid development of new roads if at all possible within the nesting
site areas.

Heron Rookeries

65. Prohibit public access in areas of identified heron rookeries. Access to Penny Island should be iimited to
low intensity usage for scientific and educational purposes. Scientific and educational use should be
managed so as not to interfere with heron nesting (February to mid-July).

66. Prohibit new development (construction of structures or roads) within 600 feet of a rookery.

Spotted Owl Territory

67. Minimize impacts of development near identified Spotted Owl nesting and breeding areas.

Anadromous Fish Streams

68. Maintain flows in streams identified as anadromous fish habitat at a minimum flow level as required to
continue their use as an anadromous fish spawning area.

69. Stop all stream diversions when stream flow falls below minimum flow standards until stream flows return
to levels above the minimum standards.

70. Prohibit dredging in alt anadromous fish streams.

71. Prohibit dams or other structures which would prevent upstream migration of anadromous fish in sireams
designated as "anadromous fish habitat" unless other measures are used to allow fish to bypass these
obstacies. Any bypass measures should be approved by the Department of Fish and Game.

Marine Mammal Haulout Grounds

72. Limit recreational activities near and prohibit disturbance of designated areas used for harbor seal and sea
lions haufing-out grounds to passive recreation to insure continued viability of these habitats.

73. Encourage annual monitoring by the Department of Fish and Game of designated marine mammal
hauling-out grounds to determine the condition of hauling out grounds and to take counts of mammais for
long-term management of marine mammals.
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Kelp

74. Encourage the appropriate State and Federal jurisdictions to:
L Monitor the size and habitat viability of kelp beds and their associated fisheries resources;
L] Monitor and regulate activities such as sewage disposal, dredging, petroleum development, and

other energy development which may adversely affect near shore marine water guality and thus
kelp resources.

75. Require specific site investigations prior to any kelp harvesting.
Cpen Water
76. Prohibit construction of new structures, and dredging, filling or diking in open water except in accordance

with Section 30233 of the 1976 Coastal Act. Open water shali be defined in a manner consistent with the
Commissions Wetlands Guidelines.

77. Prohibit dredging during periods of fish migration and spawning, and limit dredging to the smallest area
feasible.

Designated Sanctuary Preservation and Conservation Areas

78. Implement Sanctuary-Preservation and Conservation Area limitations contained on page 111-5 in order to
assure special consideration and protection for unique resources of the coastal zone.

Archaeol\‘ogiQal Resources
79. Require aﬁ\émbaeo!ogical study when proposed projects are within designated archaeological site areas,
and require implementation of reasonable mitigation measures when recommended by the study.

80. Continue to send all projétts subject to CEQA to Sonoma State Anthropological Laboratory for review.
(GEOLOGIC HAZARDS RECOMMENDA:T‘}ONS)

1. Anticipate the effects of, and develop a plan in response to, a major earthquake generated along the San
Andreas fault zone.

2. Prohibit developrnent within 100 feet of a biuff edge or within any area designated "unstable to marginally
stable” on Hazards maps unless a registered engineering geologist reviews and approves all grading, site
preparation, drainage, leachfield and foundation plans of any proposed building and determines there will
be no sigriificant impacts. The engineering geologist report shall contain, at a minimum, the information
specified in the Coastal Commission's Statewide Interpretive Guidelines concemning Geologic Stability of
Biufftop Development (May 5, 1977).

3 Enforce the reguirements of the AIquust—Prtolo Specxal Studies Zone Act for protection from fault rupture
hazard.

4, Design and construct all structures for human occupancy, lncludmg mobile homes, in accordance with
Zone 4 standards of the Uniform Building Code.

5. Enforce the geologic provisions of Chapter 70 of the Uniform Buitding Code.

6. Require engineering geologic reports in accordance with the Permit and Resource Management

Department geologic review procedure.

.

7. Encourage grazing practices on steep slopes which mitigate erosion problems.

Exhibit 6
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ATTACHMENT "J*

ADMINISTRATIVE WAIVER OF WETLAND (100 FOOT SETBACKS) REQUIREMENTS
IN THE LOCAL COASTAL PLAN IN "RURAL COMMUNITIES” AND
“URBAN SERVICE AREAS™ ONLY, WHERE ROADS, TOPOGRAPHY, OTHER
DEVELOPMENT EXISTS BETWEEN PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT AREA AND WETLAND.

Inn enforcing the 100 foot setbacks from wellands and 300 foot environmental requirement near wetlands In urban
areas, the Director of the Permit and Resource Management Department may, through aeriat photos,
topogrephical maps, or other means make a determination, subject to review and approval by the Executive
Director of the Coastal Commission, that development will not affect the riparian area or wetland because:

a. Other developed lots or roads exist between the proposed development and the wetiand. This
standard shall be used cautiously - at the outer edge of the 300 foot Iimit. If there is any
reasonable doubt the proposal wouid affect the wellands or riparian area, an environment
assessment shall be undertaken and include appropriate mitigation measures.

b. Topography is such that it Is highly unilkely that development could affect the wetland.

The pdlicies shalt not be waived outside designated "rural community” and "urban service areas” on the Coastal
Plan Land Use Map.
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ATTACHMENT "M"
Criterla for Establishing Buffer A
A buffer area provides essential open space between the development and the environmentally sensitive habitat
area. The existence of this open space ensures that the type and scale of development proposed will not
significantly degrade the habitat area (s required by Section 30240). Therefore, development allowed in a buffer
area is limited to access paths, fences necessary to protect the habitat area, and similar uses which have either
beneficial effects or at least ne significant adverse effects on the environmentally sensitive habitat area. A buffer

area is not itself a part of the environmentally sensitive habitat area, but a "buffer* or "screen"” that protects the
habitat area from adverse environmental impects caused by the development.

A buffer area should be established for each development adiacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas
based on the standards enumerated below. The width of a buffer area will vary depending upon the analysis. The
buffer area should be a minimurm of 100 feet for small projects on existing lots (such as one single family home or
ona commercial office bullding) unless the applicant can demonstrata that 100 feet is unnecessary to protect the
resources of the habitat erea. If the project involves substantial improvements or increased human impacts, such
as a subdivision, a much wider buffer area should be required, For this reason, the guldeline does not
recommend & uniform width. The appropriate width will vary with the analysis based upon the standards.

For a wetland, the buffer area should be measured from the landward edge of the wetlend (Appendix D). Fora
stream or river, the buffer area should be measured |landward from the landward edge of riparian vegetation or
from the top edge of the bank {e.g., in channelized streams}. Maps and supplemental Information may be
required to determine these boundaries. Standards for determining the appropriate wndth of the huffer area as

follows:

1. Biglogical signi i {lands, Lands adjacent to 2 wetland, sireem, or riparian habitat
area vary in the degrae to which they are functionally related to these habitat areas. That s,
functional relaticnships may exist if species associated with such areas spend a significant portion
of their life cycle on adjacent lands. The degree of significance woutd depend upon the habitat
reguirements of the species in the habitat area {e.g., nesting, feeding, breeding or resting). This
determination requires the expertise of an ecologist, wildlife biologlist, ornithologist, or botanist who
s familiar with the particuler type of habitat involved. Where a significant functionaj relationship
exists, the land supporting this relationship should also be considered to be part of the
environmentally sensitive habltat area, and the buffar area should be measured from the edge of
these tands and be sufficiently wide to protect these functional relationships. Where no significant
functional relationships exist, the buffer should be extended from the edge of the wetland, stream
or riparian habitat (for example) which is adjacent to the proposed deveiopment (s opposed to
the adjacent area which is significantly related ecologically).

2. Sensitivity of species to disturbance. The width of the buffer area should be based, in part, on the

distance necessary to ensure that the most sensitive spscies of plants and animals will not be
disturbed significantly by the permitted development. Such a determination should be based on

the following: : R

a. Nesting, feeding, breeding, resting or other habitat requirements of both remdenl and
migratory fish and wildlife species.

b. An assessment of the short-term and long-term adaptability of various species to human
disturbance.

3. Susceptibility of parcel to efosion. The width of the buffer area should be based, in part, on an

assessment of the slope, soils, impervious surface coverage, runoff characteristics, and
vegetative cover of the parcel and to what degree the development will change the potential for
erosion. A sufficient buffer to allow for the Interception of any additional material eroded as a
result of the proposed development should be provided.

INHOMEACOMPACSTPLNO2VADMINMAN 67 12/01
Exhibit 6

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP) *

Certified Administrative Manual Policies
Page 8 of 9



4, Use of natural topographic features fo located deveiopment, Hills and bluffs adjacent to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas should be used, where feasible, to buffer habitat areas.
Where ctherwise permitted, development should be located on the sides of hills away from
envirehmentally sensitive habitat areas. Similarly, bluff faces should not be developed, but should
be included in the buffer area,

5. Use of existing cultural features to locate buffer zones, Cuitural features, (e.g., roads and dikes)
should be used, where feasible, to buffer habitat areas. Where feasible, development should be
located on the side of roads, dikes, irrigation canals, flood control channels, etc., away from the
environmentally sensiive habitat area.

6. Lot configuration and location of existing development. Whera an exisling subdivision or other -
development Is largely bullt out end the buildings are a uniform distance from a habitat ares, at
least that same distance wili be reguired as a buffer area for any new developrment permiited.
However, if that distance Is less than 160 feet, additional mitigation measures (e.g., planting of
native vegetation which grows locally) should be provided to ensure addltional protection. Where
dovelopment is proposed in an area which is largely undeveloped, the widest and most protective
buffer area feasible shouid be required.

7. Type and scale of development propesed. The type and scale of the proposed development will,
to a large degree, determine the size of the buffer area necessary to protect the environmentally
sensitive habitat area, For example, due 1o domestic pets,.human use and vandalism, residential
developments may not be as compatibie as light industrial developments adjacent to wetlands,
and may therefore require wider buffer areas. However, such evaluations should be made on a
case-by-case basis depending upen the resources involved, and the type and density of
development on adjacent lands.
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Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration

2oy Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
SRR 2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 565-1900  FAX (707) 565-1103
I e s Publication Date: June 3, 2011
T e e Adoption Date:
State Clearinghouse:

This statement and attachments constitute the Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration as
proposed for or adopted by the Sonoma County decision-making body for the project described below.

File No.: PLP09-0057

_ Planner: C_ynthia Demidovich

Project Name: New Municipal Well

Project Description: The proposed project is a new well and new chlorination structure which will be
operated by the Bodega Bay Public Utility District. The well is located on 1681 Bay Flat Road and the
chlorination structure is located on 1707 Bay Flat Road. The purpose of the proposed new well is to allow
the Bodega Bay Public Utility District (BBPUD) be in compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Standards
that require water supply to be able to match peak demands without reliance on storage, as required by
the California Department of Public Health (CDPH). Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations
requires water from the new well to be disinfected. An 80 square foot chlorination structure will be
constructed to house a chlorine disinfection system that will disinfect water from the new well. The new
well housing is approximately six inches in diameter and contained in a four-foot by six-foot utility vauit
constructed approximately at grade. The new well includes a submersible pump at a depth of
approximately 80 to 100 feet below the ground surface. A new six-inch pipe will be installed along the
driveway that serves the proposed well and will connect to the existing BBPUD water main at Bay Flat
Road. An additional pipe will be installed from the well to the chlorination structure. Access to the
proposed well is from a private driveway that serves two parcel located at 1681 and 1677 Bay Flat Road.

. The Bodega Bay Public Utility District researched alternative sites to locate a new well and determuned this

was the only feasible location that would meet the requirements of CDPH.
Background and Purpose of the Supplemental Mitigated Negative Declaration:

The ariginal Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Bay Flat Road Well Project was prepared by the
BBPUD and adopted on August 20, 2008. A Notice of Determination was filed on August 25, 2008, with
both the Sonoma County Clerk and the Office of Planning and Research. On June 6, 2009, the BEPUD
filed the required Use Permit and Coastal Permit application with the County.

Following adeption of the MND by the BBPUD and submittal of its applications to the County, the BBPUD
determined to modify the project by relocating the chlorination structure approximately 170 feet west of the
proposed well which is further away from wetlands and residences. See original and currently proposed
plans attached hereto.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Sonoma County Permit and Resource
Management Department (PRMD) prepared this Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration to address
potential environmental impacts associated with the modified project.

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, a subsequent EIR would be appropriate
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if the following conditions were met:

“{a) When an EIR has been certified or negalive declaration adopted for a
shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on i
in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following:

profect, no |
e basis of $

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in f
major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the invo
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previousiy

{2) Substantial changes occur with respedt to the cirg
which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the prévious EIR ¢
deciaration dueto the involvement of new significant environmentat effects or a substz
severity of previously identified significant effects; or '

{(3) New information of substantial importance, which
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at thé time the p
certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any

he project v
vement of /i
identified 3

(A) The project will have one or more $igr
the previous EIR or negative declaration;

ificant effeq

(B) Significant effects previously examinef! will be su

severe than shown in the previous EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives pr
feasible would in fact be feasible and would subsfantially reduce one or mg
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation meastire,

bviously fou
re significa
or alternati

vich are corl
more signif
asure or alft

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives wh
from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation me
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if required |
equent ned

(¢c) Once a project has been . approved, the lead agency's role in project approval is col
further discretionary approval on that project is required. Information appegring after g
require reopening of that approval. If after the project is approved, any of the condition
subdivision (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall oniy be prepareg
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subsequent negative declaration adopfed.”
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and considered the prior MND for the project prepared by the BBPUD, and|has determ
subsequent MND is required to address minor changes in the project (i.e., Felocation ¢

—r—

subsequent EIR
ubstantial evidence

Yhich will require
yew significant
ignificant effects;
umstances under
Dr negative -

3ntial increase in the

was not known and
revious EIR was

bf the folfowing:

s not discussed in

stantially more

nd not to be
ht effects of the
ke; or

siderably different
icant effects on the
Brative.

flable after adoption
inder subdivision
ative declaration,

npleted, unless

n approval does not
Is described in

d by the public

tion no other

5 been certified or

ounty has reviewed
ined that a
f the chiorination

structure). None of the conditions described in subdivision {(a) of Section 1$162 have @
therefore a subsequent EIR is not required. The relocation of the chiorination structur

ccurred, and
is a minor change

in the project that further avoids the potential for impacts to wetlands and requires only minor additions or

changes to the previous MND to make it adequate for the project as revise
MND (SMND) is the appropriate environmental document. To address conjcerns abo
by neighbors after the BBPUD had adopted the MND, PRMD staff also asKed for addi
documentation regarding biological resources, groundwater resources, noige, and landg
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significant with identified mitigation measures. The additional studies are listed below and attached to this
document, and are discussed in the appropriate environmental issue area of the SMND.

Project Location: 1681 and 1707 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay
See Location Map - Attached

Environmental Finding:

Although the relocation of the chlorination structure on the project site requires some changes to the MND
prepared by the District, none of the conditions requiring preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the original MND and subsequent MND,
Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the BBPUD. Such changes
have been adopted by the BBPUD or (with respect to the relocated chiorination structure) have been
agreed fo by the BBPUD and should be adopted by that agency. All impacts associated with the relocation
of the chlorination structure can be mitigated to less than significant with the adoption of the mitigation
measures identified herein. Therefore, the adoption of a Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration is
appropriate. The Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration has been completed in compliance with
CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and County guidelines and the information contained therein will be
reviewed and considered by the County decision making body prior to making a decision on the project.

Initiat Study: _ Attached

Other Attachments:

1) Geotechnical Consultation, RGH Consultants, Jared Pratt, Certified Engineering Geologist, Eric Chase,
Geotechnical Engineer, October 22, 2009.

2) Assessment of Groundwater Flow into the Rail Pond between Bay Flat Road and Westshore Road,
Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C.Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., March 23, 2010.

3) Evaluation of Potential for Local Land Subsidence, Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C.Hg., David
Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., July 13, 2010.

4) Brelie & Race Memorandum, Rail Pond Study, Benjamin Bryant, February 23, 2010.

5) Brelje & Race Correspondence, Chlorination Facility, Noise, Wetland, and Rail Ponds, Justin Witt, April
7,2010.

6) Brelje & Race Memorandum, Well Purpose, Growth Inducement Potential, Well Drilling Method, and
Well Development Water Disposal, Justin Witt, August 18, 2010,

7) Biological Resources Assessment, WRA Environmental Consultants, Doug Spicher, March 2010.
8} WRA Environmental Consultants, Correspondence, Doug Spicher, August 3, 2010.
9} WRA Environmental Consultants, Coorespondence, Doug Spicher, January 17, 2011.

10) Assessment of Groundwater Resources Dunes and Roppolo Well Fields Bodega Bay, Todd
Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C.Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., July 2008. '
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11} Mitigated Negative Declaration, Brelje & Race, Justin Witt, June 19, 2008,
Decision-making Body: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

Lead Agency: Bodega Bay Public Utility District
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COUNTY OF SONOMA
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

FILE #: PLP0S-0057 PLANNER: Cynthia Demidovich
PROJECT: New Municipal Well DATE: June 3, 2011

LEAD AGENCY: _ Bodega Bay Public Utility District

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY; Sonoma County

PROJECT LOCATION; 1681 and 1707 Bay Flat Road, Bodega Bay

APPLICANT NAME: Bodega Bay Public Utility District

APPLICANT ADDRESS: P. 0. Box 70, Bodega Bay, CA 94923

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: RR (Rural Residential}, 1 acre density

SPECIFIC/AREA PLAN: Local Coastal Plan

ZONING: RR (Rural Residential), B7 (Frozen Zoning), G (Geologic

Hazard), CC (Coastal Combining District)
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared on June 19, 2008 by Brelje & Race Engineers. On August
20, 2008, the Bodega Bay Public Utility District Board of Directors approved the Bay Flat Road Well
Project, adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration and issued a "Notice of Determination” for the project.
On April 29, 2009, Bodega Bay Public Utility District Board of Directors adopted a resolution (#321)
authorizing the business manager to sign and file applications for permits with the County of Sonoma
and/or Coastal Commission for the Bay Flat Road well project which were submitted on June 6, 2009.
The adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration dated June 19, 2008, included mitigation measures in the
following section: Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Land Use and
Planning, Noise, and Transpoertation and Traffic. On Aprit 7, 2010, the applicant modified the project to
avaid locating the proposed chlorination structure within 100 feet of the adjacent Sanctuary Preservation
Area and within 100 feet of the wetlands located approximately 45 feet to the east of BBPUD's water main
located at Bay Flat Road, as identified in Brelje & Race Correspondence, dated April 7, 2010, and revised
site plan dated January 2010.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) per section 15162, the Sonoma County
Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD) prepared this Subsequent Mitigated Negative
Declaration {SMND) to assess the potential environmental effects associated with the change in the
proposed project. In addition, to address concerns about the project raised by neighbors after the BBPUD
had approved the project, PRMD staff asked for additional reports and documentation regarding biclogical
resources, groundwater resources, noise, and land subsidence. These additional studies clarify and
confirm the conclusions of the original MND that the well project will not have any significant impacts on
the environment that will not be mitigated to a level of less than significant with identified mitigation
measures. The additional studies, attached to this document, are discussed in the SMND in the
appropriate environmental issue area.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

The proposed project is a new well and new chlorination structure which will be operated by the Bodega

Bay Public Utility District. The well is located on 1681 Bay Flat Road and the chlorination structure is

located on 1707 Bay Fiat Road. The purpose of the proposed new well is to allow the Bodega Bay Public

Utility District {(BBPUD) to be in compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Standards that require water Exhibit 7
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Environmental Checklist
Page 6
File PLPOQ-OOS_?

supply to be able to match peak demands without reliance on storage, as |
Department of Public Heaith (CDPH). Title 22 of the California Code of Re

equired by

he California

ulations requires water from

the new well to be disinfected. An 80 square foot chlorination structure willlbe construgted to house a
chlorine disinfection system that will disinfect water from the new well. Thd new well hpusing is
approximately six inches in diameter and contained in a four-foot by six-fodt utility vaulf constructed
approximately at grade. The new well includes a submersible pump at a depth of approximately 80 to- 100
feet below the ground surface. A new six-inch pipe will be installed along the driveway that serves the
proposed well and will connect to the existing BEPUD water main at Bay Flat Road. Ap additional pipe will

be installed from the well to the chlorination structure. Access to the proposed well is

driveway that serves two parcel located at 1681 and 1677 Bay Flat Road. The Bodegd
District researched alternative sites to locate a new well and determined this was the o
that would meet the requirements of CDPH.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Sonoma County Per

rom a private
Bay Public Utility
nly feasible location

mit and Resource

Management Departrent (PRMD) prepared this Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration to address

potential environmental impacts associated with the modified project.

BACKGROUND:

The project was originally submitted to the Permit and Resource Managemient Departr
June 6, 2009, for a Use Permit and a Coastal Permit to construct a new welll and new ¢
structure. An incomplete letter was mailed out on July 2, 2009, to advise the applican
proposed was inconsistent with the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan (LEP) for the f
the proposed project was located adjacent to a "Sanctuary Preservation Arga" as desig
Environmental Map #9 (North Rail Pond) and located near the Alquist-Priolp fault zone
seismic activity. ' :

On April 7, 2010, the applicant revised the project to avoid locating the pro|
within 100 feet of the adjacent Sanctuary Preservation Area and within 100
approximately 45 feet to the east of BBPUDs water main located at Bay Flz
the proposed project was deemed complete.

posed chlor
feet of the
t Road. Or

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING: Briefly describe the project’s surro
The uses to the east, west, and south are residential and is zoned RR (Rurpl Resident
Zoning), G (Geologic Hazard}, CC (Coastal Combining District). Bodega Dunes State
the northeast and northwest and is zoned PF (Public Facilities), CC (Coastll Combinin
{Floodplain} and G (Geologic Hazard). Bodega Bay is located approximatdly 600 feet
project sites.

Other Public Agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, finanLing appro
participation agreement): No permits are required by other Public Agencigs.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,

h
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Signiﬁcan} with Mitigd
by the checklist on the following pages. '

Transportation/Traffic Utilities/Service Systems

nent (FRMD) on
shlorination

t
pllowing reasons:
jnated on the LCP

that the project as

which is subject to

ination structure
wetlands located
August 31, 2010,

undings:

al), B7 {Frozen
Park is located to

g District), F2 _
o the south of the

val, or

involving at least
tion” as indicated

___ Aesthetics __ Agricultural & Forest Resources ___ Air Quality

__ X Biclogical Resources __ Cultural Resources __ Geadglogy/Soils

__ Greenhouse Gas Emission ___ Hazards & Hazardous Materials ___ Hydrology/Water Quality
____ Land Use and Planning ___ Minera! Resources ___ Nofse

___ Population/Housing __ Public Services ___ Regreation

Mandatory Findings of Significance
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

Although the changes to 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 that will avoid or substantially reduce those effects. Only
minor modification of the prior Mitigated Negative Declaration is required to address the changes
in the project, and a SUBSEQUENT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

" The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or "potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed by
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.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, all potentially
significant effects were previously analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to
applicable standards and potential impacts have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that eartier
EIR or Negative Declaration, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project. There are no changes in the project, no new information related to potential
impacts, and no changes in circumstances that would require further analysis pursuant to Section
15162 of CEQA Guidelines, therefore no further environmental review is required.

Incorporated Source Documents

In preparation of the Initial Study checklist, the following documents were referenced/developed, and are
hereby incorporated as part of the Initial Study. All documents are available in the project file or for
reference at the Permit and Resource Management Depariment.

b e e

Project Application and Description

Initial Data Sheet

County Planning Department's Sources and Criteria Manual
Sonoma County General Plan and Associated EIR
Local Coastal Plan

Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance

Sonoma County Rare Plant Site ldentification Study
Project Referrals from Responsible Agencies

State and Local Environmental Quality Acts (CEQA)
Full record of previous hearings on project in File
Correspondence received on project.

Other technical reports:

1) Geotechnical Consultation, RGH Consultants, Jared Pratt, Certified Engineering Geologist, Eric
Chase, Geotechnical Engineer, October 22, 2009.

2) Assessment of Groundwater Flow into the Rail Pond between Bay Flat Road and Westshore
Road, Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C.Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., March 23, 2010.

3) Evaluation of Potential for Locat Land Subsidence, Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C.Hg.,
David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., July 13, 2010,
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4) Brelje & Race Memorandum, Rail Pond Study, Benjamin Bryant

5} Brelje & Race Correspondence, Justin Witt, April 7, 2010.

6) Brelje & Race Memorandum, Justin Witt, August 18, 2010.

7) Biological Resources Assessment, WRA Envircnmental Consul

2010.

8) WRA Environmental Consultants, Correspondence, Doug SpicH
8) WRA Environmental Consultants, Coorespondence, Doug Spicl

10) Assessment of Groundwater Resources Dunes and Roppolo Y
Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C.Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., July

. February 23, 2010.

ants, Doug| Spicher, March

er, August B, 2010.
per, January 17, 2011,

Vell Fields Bodega Bay, Todd
2008.
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

3)

6)

8)

9)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
guestion. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No mpact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to poliutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantiat evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated™ applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to
a "Less than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
Section 17 at the end of the checklist, “Earfier Analysis” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063 (c){3)(D}. In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: .

a) Earlier Analysis Used. !dentify and state where they are available for review.

b} Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

¢} Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated”, describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared
or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where
the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's
environmentai effects in whatever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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1.

AESTHETICS Would the change in the project: Potentially bss than Less than No
Significarit jﬁ:‘uﬁcant Bignificant Impact
Impact ith mpact .
itigation
Ifcorporation
a} Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? 1 _ X
Comment:
1.a. No Impact - The only above ground structure is the 80 square foot chigrination structure. The prior

MND found no impact to the scenic vistas in part because the chlorination

structure is compatible with

existing residential uses and screened from public views. Relocation of thé chlorination structure to 1707

Bay Flat Road will further screen the structure as existing trees and shrubs

provide a

uffer from public

view (Bay Fiat Road) and will not result in any new or substantially more sepere significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
inciuding, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway?

Comment:

1.b. No Impact - The relocation of the chiorination structure will nof result in
severe effect on scenic resources as existing trees and shrubs will provide

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

c} Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its

surroundings?

Comment:
1.c. No Impact - The relocation of the chlorination structure will not result inl
severe effect on the visual character or quaiities of the site and its surrouna
square feet in size and will be screened from public view by existing vegetal
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

d)} Create a new source of substantial light

or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?
Comment:

1.d. No Impact - The relocation of the chiorination structure will not result in
_ severe effect on lighting as no exterior lighting is proposed for the project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

anewors
5 buffer fro

anewors

fion.

ANewWOors

ing as the g

Lbstantially more
M public view.

ilbstantially more
tructure is 80

Irﬁbstantially more
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES Potentially Less than Less than No
Significarit Significant Significant Impact
: Impact with - . Impact
Mitigation
: Incorporalion

In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects,

lead agencies may refer to the California

Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Modei (1997} prepared by the California Dept. of
Conservation as an optional model to use in

assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.

in determining whether impacts to forest

resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department

of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. Would the change in the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
{(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Moenitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to nen-agricultural use? , X

Comment:
2.a. No Impact - The prior MND determined there would be no impact to farmland as a result of the
project. The relocation of the chlorination structure also would not impact farmland, and thus would not
result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

b} Conflict with existing zoning for agricuitural
use, or a Williamscn Act contract? X

Comment:

2.b. No Impact - The prior MND determined there would be no conflict with the existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract as a result of the project. The relocation of the chiorination
structure thus would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g}), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))? X

Comment:

2.c. No Impact - The proposed project site is zoned RR {Rural Residential), B7 {Frozen Zoning), G
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{Geologic Hazard), CC {Coastal Combining District) and is not currently zohed for fore}t land, timberland,
or Timbertand Production, nor would the proposed project cause rezoning pf any lands zoned as such.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use? ' ‘ X

Comment:

2.d. No impact - The proposed project site is not in an area of forest land g

d will not donvert forest land
to a non-forest use. ‘

. R

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

e} Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use? _ X

Comment:
2.e. No Impact - The prior MND determined the project would not result in the conversion of farmland to
non-agricultural uses. The relocation of the chlorination structure would nof impact farmland or forest land

and thus would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

3. AIR QUALITY

Potentially Ly 55_(han lless than No
Significarit Shmﬁcant Significant Impact
impact wih Imipact .
Mitipation
) Intorporation

Where available, the significance criteria established '

by the applicable air quality management or air poliution

control district may be relied upon to make the following

determinations. Would the change in the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the

applicable air quality plan? X

Comment:

3.a. No Impact - The prior MND determined the project would not conflict with or obstrct implementation
of the North Coast air quality plan. The relocation of the chlornation structyre would have no further
impact on air quality and thus would not result in a new or substantially morg severe significant impact.

Mitig‘ation: No mitigation measures required.
b} Violate any air quality standard or contribute

substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation? X

Comment:

3.b. No Impact - The prior MND determined the project would not violate anly air quality standards or

contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. The felocation of the chiorination Exhibit 7
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Subsequent MND
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structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerabte net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)? X

Comment:

3.c. No Impact - The prior MND determined the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under federal or state
ambient air quality standards. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or
substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? . X

Comment:

3.d. No Impact - The prior MND determined the project would not result in long-term emission of
poliutants, but could generate construction-related dust. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires daily
watering, covering of haul truck loads, daily sweeping, and minimization of vehicle idling, was adopted to
reduce this impact to Less than Significant. This mitigation measure would apply to the relocated
chlorination structure. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially
more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation measures required.

e) Create objectionable cdors affecting a
substantial number of people? ' X

Comment:
3.e. No Impact - The pricr MND determined the project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or
substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESQURCES Would the change in the project: Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Si_%niﬂcam Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the Califomnia Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? X

Exhibit 7

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Subsequent MND

Page 13 of 37



Environmental Checklist

Page 14

File PLP0QS-0057
Comment:

4.a. Less than Significant impact-

The pricr MND determined the project would not result in any impact to special specie

To address the proposed change in the project, PRMD staff required a biolpgical resolirce assessment. A

Biological Resource Assessment was prepared by WRA Environmental Cdnsultants,
Senior Wetland Ecologist, March 2010. The Biological Resource Assessment include
relocation of the chlorination structure from 1665 Bay Flat Road to 1707 B
result in the chlorination structure being located a minimum of 100 feet from wetiands.
chlorination structure further away from wetland and residences would further ensure

not have a significant impact to biological resources. All of the wildlife foun
were commonly found species such as California Quail and Mule Deer, which are not
protection by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG]) or U.S. {Fish and

status species.

ouglas Spicher,
analysis of the

y Flat Roag. The relocation will

Relocation of the
at the project does

in the project area vicinity

rovided special

{USFWS). The study indicates no special status plant or wildlife species ware observetl within the project

area. In addition, no critical habitat for special status plant or wildlife specigs is present.

According to the assessment, although not observed on-site, two special slatus wildlif
moderate potential to occur in the project area: rufous hummingbird (Selasphorus rufu
butterfly (Danaus plexippus). There are no documented occurrences of the Rufous H
five miles of the project area, however, suitable breeding habitat and nectaf sources a
open grassland habitat. There are mature trees within and adjacent to the project site
winter roost sites for the monarch butterfly.

species have a
) and monarch
mmingbird within
e present in the
that are suitable

The assessment has identified two potential significant impacts to special dtatus wildlife species. Noise

and vibration resulting from drilling, trenching and/or staging activities, and femoval of

vegetation may

result in direct mortality, disturbance, or result in nest abandonment to aviah species that may nest within
or adjacent io the Project Area. These same activities may also result in disturbance gr roost
abandonment to monarch butterflies that may roost, and/or over winter within or adjacgnt to the Project

Area.

The prior MND determined the project could result in impacts to adjacent nesting birds

Mitigation

Measure BR-1in the prior MND was approved to reduce this impact to Lesg than Significant. The March
2010 assessment confirmed this potential impact and recommended simildr mitigation] However,

Mitigation Measure BR-1 in the original MND is more protective of nesting
recommended in the March 2010 assessment. Mitigation Measure BR-1
chlorination structure, and the relocated structure would not result in a newlor substan
significant impact.

The following mitigation measure will ensure that any impact to special statis monarcH

irds than the mitigation
uld apply fo the relocated

ially more severe

butterflies as a

result of the project, including the relocated chiorination structure, will be leks than sigrificant:

Mitigation Measure 4.a: When feasible, construction activities and vegetation re
should be conducted between April 1 through September 30 which is otside of th

oval

monarch butterfly over wintering period. If work must be conducted durjng the wintgring period

(October 1 through March 31), then a pre-construction survey for mongrch butterfl

y roosts should be

performed by a qualified biologist within 2 weeks of the onset of activitiés in and within 100 feet of the

Project Area. If an active roost is found, an exclusion buffer should be
the discretion of a qualified biclogist.

Monitoring 4.a:

If construction or vegetation removal occurs during the wintering period
{October 1 through March 31),a qualified biologist shall be retained to
surveys, monitor construction activities that could directly impact sensi
active roosts are adequately buffered, if necessary.

onitor and
ve wildlife;

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian

nd the roost tree at

for monargh butterfiies

conduct preactivity
gnd ensure any

Exhibit 7

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Subsequent MND
Page 14 of 37



Environmental Checklist
Page 15
File PLP09-0057

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? X

Comment;

4.b. Less than Significant Impact - Riparian habitat and wetland are discussed below in 4.c. According to
the WRA Biological Resource Assessment, no other sensitive natural communities occur in the project

area.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

¢} 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? X

Comment:
4 c. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation -

No potential wetland features were observed during the site visit for the WRA Biological Resource

Assessment, and no direct impacts to wetland features are anticipated as a result of the proposed project

and the relocation of the chlorination structure. However, analysis included in the biological resource

assessment (WRA Environmental Consultants, dated March 2010} states, “the instaliation of the pipeline
between the proposed well location and the existing water main in Bay Flat Road would occur within 100

feet of a wetiand area only near the connection point at Bay Flat Road.. Installation of this pipe would
occur solely within existing roadways and would avoid sensitive habitats. This single area where the

construction footprint would occur within 100 feet of potential wetland features is highlighted in Figure 2.”
{See Figure 2 of the attached Biological Assessment dated March 2010, WRA Consultants.) Since the

construction and installation of pipes weould occur solely within existing roadways and would avoid
sensitive habitats, there would be no direct impact to wetland features.

North Rail Pond

The Biological Resource Assessment, prepared by WRA Environmental Consuitants, Dougtas Spicher,

Senior Wetland Ecologist, dated March 2010, stated the following information related to the rail pond
wetlands:

“Reports prepared by Todd Engineers (2008 and 2010} and Brelje & Race Engineers {2010) were
reviewed regarding potential impacts to the northern rail pond from weil pumping. The reports each

conclude that the amount of fresh water removed by well pumping in relationship to the amount
flowing through the aquifer system was not significant and would not significantly change the
existing fresh water-saline balance of the northem rail pond. We agree with those conclusions.

In order for a significant change in salinity to occur, welf pumping would need to reduce the amount

of ground water outflow so that fresh water seepage ceases. The degree of pumping needed to

create this condition would have to be constant to cause a change in vegetation community types.
Once pumping ceased the dune well field would quickly recharge and fresh water influence would

once again return. Continuous pumping is not anticipated and, as explained in the Todd reports,
there is sufficient water in the aquifer to allow continued flows to the rail pond under proposed

pumping rates. Therefore, any potential impacts to the existing piant community from the amount

of well pumping that is described for the project will be less than significant and no mitigation is
needed.” .

Exhibit 7

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Subsequent MND
Page 15 of 37



Environmental Checklist
Page 16
File PLPD9-0057

Benjamin Bryant with Brelje & Race prepared a study dated February 23, 2010, of water levels and salinity
of the north rail pond. The study determined there is an existing 18-inch cgncrete pipe that connects the
rail pond with the harbor and there is inflow and outflow action on each end of the pipe in the rail pond.
The study determined the water level in the rail pond is linked to the harboy as the rail pond water level
slowly rises and drops with the tide. The study determined that the rail porid's water and salinity level is
primarily influenced by the harbor with some groundwater influence. The sfudy concluded that the new
well pumping at a rate of 150 gpm would not significantly influence the watér level or sgfinity level in the
rail pond.

Other Potential Wetlands

As described above, analysis from WRA Environmental Consultants, dated March 2010, addresses
concerns that there is one single area where the construction footprint for the installatipn of pipeline near
the existing water main at Bay Flat Road would be within 100 feet of a potential wetland feature. The
analysis indicated the construction would occur solely within existing roadways and wolld avoid sensitive
habitats and there would be no direct impacts to wetland features.

Further analysis from WRA Environmental Consuitants, dated August 3, 2010, addresses neighbor
concerns that another wetiand habitat could be located over 100 feet to thg north of the proposed new
well. In response, on January 14, 2011, WRA conducted a site visit to takg measurements and make
additional ohservations. Correspondence from WRA dated January 17, 20011, confirmed that the habitat
did not meet the definition of a wetland or riparian habitat based on the January 14, 2011, site visit. WRA
also determined that the bottom of the slope did not contain surface water or a shallow ground water table,
confirming the area was not functioning as a wetland.

Other than the previously identified wetland located within 100 feet of the ekisting watey main at Bay Flat
Road, no wetland features were observed during the site visit(s) for the WRA Biological Resource
Assessment, and no.direct impacts to wetland features are anticipated as
and the relocation of the chlorination structure.

There is substantial evidence that the relocation of the chiorination structurg does not fesult in a new
significant impact to wetlands and ripanan habitat. Although no impacts to wetland or fiparian features are
anticipated to occur, the following standard construction BMP will ensure that any potehtial impact is
avoided.

Mitigation Measure 4.c{1): Best management practices (BMPs) shall be implemented during project
construction to prevent accidental filling and/or erosion and sedimentatjon. BMPs ihclude, but are not
limited to: installation of construction fencing along the project boundarles in areas|within 100 feet of a
wetland to clearly mark the work area and prevent work outside of the ¢onstructior area. In addition,
silt fencing should be installed along the project boundary if rain is fore¢ast within 10 days of
construction activities that would occur within 100 feet of a wetland.

Mitigation Monitoring 4.c{1):

BMP’S shall be shown on all building plans to protect boundaries withitlg 100 feet ¢f a wetland the
wetland shall be identified on project building pians and the plans shall be reviewed approved by
PRMD prior to issuance of the building permit and prior to construction

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? X

Comment:

4.d. No Impact - The proposed project will not substantially interfere with the movement of any species.
See response to 4.3, 4.¢, and 4.e.

result of the proposed project -

Exhibit 7
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Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
e} Confiict with any local policies or ordinances

protecting biologicatl resources, such as tree
preservation policy or ordinance? _ . X

Comment:
4.e. No impact -

Portions of the identified wetland habitat located within 100 feet of the existing water main at Bay Flat
Road, (See Figure 2 of the attached Biological Assessment dated March 2010, WRA Consultants.} meet
the definition of a wetland in the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and a 100 foot setback is
required for all development. However, Attachment *J” and "M"” of the LCP provide a mechanism to
reduce the 100 foot setback from wetland and riparian habitat provided that specific findings are made. In
addition, the chlorination structure was moved from the original location at Bay Flat Road approximately
170 feet to the west of the proposed weli to avoid being within 100 feet of a wetland.

Correspondence from WRA Environmental Consuitants, dated August 3, 2010, indicates a neighbor was
concerned that in addition to the wetland (northern rail pond) located approximately 15 feet to the south of
the BBPUD's water main located at Bay Flat Road, another wetland habitat could be located over 100 feet
to the north of the proposed new well. On January 14, 2011, WRA conducted a site visit to take additional
measurements and make observations. Correspondence from WRA dated January 17, 2011, determined
that the habitat did not meet the definition of a wetland or riparian habitat based on the January 14, 2011,
site visit. WRA also determined the proposed well was approximately 58 feet from the edge of a willow
canopy and approximately 80 feet from the bottom of the slope located to the north of the proposed well.
WRA also determined that the bottom of the slope did not contain surface water or a shallow ground water
table, which would have been expected if the area was functioning as a wetland. The assessments from
WRA Environmental Consuitants confirms that no impacts will occur to any wetlands as the proposed
project, including pipeline alignments, have been routed to avoid all wetlands.

Attachment "J" and "M” of the Local Coastal Plan allow the minimum 100 foot sethack to be waived
provided specific findings are made. Although the habitat located to the north of the well (described
above) does not meet the LCP definition of wetiands, WRA Environmental Consultants (dated January 17,
2011) also made the following findings as required by Attachment “J":

“Attachment J, part b provides that the 100-foot setback requirement can be waived by the
Director of the Permit and Resource Management Department (subject to review and approval
by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission) if “Topography is such that it is highly
unlikely that development could affect the wetland." The development in this case will not
affect the slope or the bottom area for two reasons. First, the well head will be at ground level
in an underground vault approximately four feet by six feet (less than the size of a full sized
bed}. There is no permanent above ground structure and there will be essentially no sound
from it when the well is operating. Second, the weil head location is located approximatety 25
feet back from the top of slope and the slope is very steep (slope is approximately 2:1). This
topography does not allow any visual connection between the well head location and the
bottom, and wildlife potentially using the bottom area will not be affected by activities at the top.”

Attachment "M" located in the LCP Administrative Manual provides criteria for establishing buffer areas
between development and environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Buffers are typically an unaltered open
space between development and environmentally sensitive habitat areas that provide protection to the
habitat from adverse impacts caused by the development. The width of a buffer area will vary depending
on the characteristics of the affected habitat and proposed development and each request must be
evaluated on an individual basis.

WRA Environmental Consultants made the following findings as required by Attachment “M” even though ,
the habitat located to the north of the well does not meet the definition of a wetland or riparian habitat: Exhibit 7
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"1. Biological significance of adjacent lands. Lands adjacent to a sensi
that sensitive habitat if species in the sensitive habitat spend a signifi
the adjacent lands. Any species using the bottom basin area, in this
significant portion of their life cycle on the very steep slope that is adja
from the top of slope back, including the location of the proposed well,

se, are not
ent land.

ive habitat gre important to
nt portion df their life cycle in

likely to spend a
oreover, the area

homes, and areas adjacent to the driveways of the two existing homesj is kept cleared and
maintained by mowing and has no biclogical significance to the siope dr the basin pelow.”

*2. Sensitivity of species to disturbance. The buffer distance should take into accaunt how sensitive
species, especially wildlife, may react to development and presence of|human actiyity. In this case,

the presence of two existing homes with associated human activity alr

ady establi

hes the sensitivity

level for the area. The development of a well that will have no above ground featufe and produces no
noise will not significantiy add to the established sensitivity level. Temporary distutbance during well
drilling can be minimized by conducting the drilling during the non-nesting season ¢r by conducting
pre-construction surveys to determine if active nests are in proximity to|the project|location during the
nesting season.” Avoidance and buffering of nests is required by Mitightion Measure 4.a(1).

*3._ Susceptibility of parcel to erosion. Erosion of the steep slope is anjobvious hazard that this project
will strongly avoid. All well development water will be collected and removed from the project area

and will not be allowed to flow onto the ground. In addition, because t

position

f the well head is

located away from the top of slope, protection from any accidental spilllof well development water will
be prevented from reaching the slope with BMPs, including a temporary berm along the top of slope.”

*4. Use of natural topoaraphic features to located development. Natura) topographijc features,
such as bluffs, channels, or hills, can provide separation of developmept from sensitive habitats

or species by blocking visual contact or direct disturbance. In this case| the positioh of the well
head at the top of a steep slope and away from the top of slope preciuges visual contact and

direct disturbance of the slope, the bottom area, andfor species in the

“5. Use of exisling cultural features to locate buffer zones. The well log
maintained driveway area between two homes. Pipes to connect the w

system will be installed within existing roadways. Locating the well at t
away from the top of slope acts as a natural topographic feature to pre
in #4 above.”

“6. Lot configuration and location of existing development. Existing dev

ation is in
ell to the e
e top of a
rent disturb

elopment u

the sensitivity limits for any new development proposed for an area, as

does not add a substantially higher level of new disturbance or is focated closer to
habitat. In this case, the new well will be set back from the top of slopg between

in an underground vault, will emit no noise, and will not increase distur
within existing roadways.”

“7. Type and scale of development. In this case, the well head will be i
four feet by six feet, will emit no sound, and is located between two exi
type and scale of development is not significant.”

long as the

ance. Pips

installation of a pipeline near the existing water main at Bay Flat Road wou

potential wetland feature as defined by the LCP however, the proposed prdject meets
Attachments “J” and "M” of the LCP. The chlorination structure has been relocated to
from any potential wetlands. The proposed project is in compliance with Aftachment "
he project would not result in a

*J" of the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan. Accordingly, the change in
new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

fiy Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved lccal,
regional, or state Habitat conservation plan?

d be within

n existing

isting public water
teep sfope and
nce, as explained

sually establishes
new development
the sensitive

o existing homes
s will be placed

h a underground vault that is
5ting homes. Therefore, the

100 feet of a

criteria contained in
more than 100 feet
M” and Attachment

X

Exhibit 7

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Subsequent MND
Page 18 of 37



Environmental Checklist

Page 15

File PLP0S-0057
Comment:

4.f No Impact - The change in the project would not resuit in a new significant impact in terms of
conflicting with a habitat conservation plan because the County has no adopted habitat conservation plan.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the change in the project: Potentiaily Less than h%ss than
Significant Siﬁ_lniﬁcant Significarit Impact
impact with Impact

Mitigation

Incarporation

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined
in § 156064.57 ' X

Comment:

5.a. Less than Significant Impact - Surveys conducted for the prior MND did not identify any historic or
archaeological resources within the project area. The prior MND found that the impact to historic and
archaeclogical resources would be less than significant impact with implementation of Mitigation Measure
CR-1, which provides a process for identifying and preserving previously unidentified historic and
archaeological resources encountered during construction. The mitigation would also apply to the
relocated chiorination structure. Accordingly, the change in the project would not resutt in a new or
substantially more severe significant impact to the historic and archaeological resources.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation measures required.
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to § 15064.57 X

Comment:

5.b. Less than Significant Impact - See comment listed above in 5.a.
Mitigation: No additional mitigation measures required.

¢} Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? X

Comment:
5.c. Less than Significant impact - See comment listed above in 5.a.
- Mitigation: No additional mitigation measures required.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? X

Comment:
5.d. Less than Significant Impact - See comment listed above in 5.a.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation measures required.

Exhibit 7
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the change in the project: Potentially
Significant 3ﬁ1niﬁcant
Impact i
Mitigation _
irlcorporation
a) Expose people or structures to potential

substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

" 1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priclo
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.

Comment;:

Less than
)
impact

Less than

ignificant
Impact

6.a. Less than Significant Impact - For the revised project, a geotechnical qonsultation

the applicant’s engineer, RGH Consuitants, Jared Pratt, Certified Engineer

Geotechnical Engineer, dated October 22, 2009. The consultation indicatefd the propoj

square foot chlorination structure and new well are located in an Alquist-Pri

plo Earthq

was prepared by

ng Geologist, Eric Chase,

ed sites for the 80
ke Fault Zone for

the San Andreas fauit system. The level of risk for surface rupture for the fwo sites is ¢onsidered high.

The consultation indicates the chiorination structure is exempt from the sp

cial fault sthdy required in

delineated fault zones due to the absence of human occupancy. However,|the study recommends
specific construction standards for the chlorination structure as one or morg large earthquakes (Magnitude
8.7 or greater) will occur within the next 30 years and the site is subject to geismic shaking, and the
BBPUD's engineers will incorporate these recommendations into the plans|for the chlgrination structure.

A condition of approval will be included for the Use Permit and the Coastal

ermit req

iring the applicant

to construct the chlorination structure according to the recommendations lited in the Geotechnical

Consultation prepared by RGH Consultants, Jared Pratt, Certified Enginee
Geotechnical Engineer, October 22, 2009. Accordingly, the change in the |
new or substantially more severe significant impact to geology and soils.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking?
Comment:
6.a.ii. Less than Significant Impact - See response to 6.a listed above. '

Mitigation: No mitigation' measures required.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liqguefaction?

Comment;
6.a.iii. Less than Significant impact - See response to 6.a listed above.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

iv} Landslides?

project wou

ing Geologist, Eric Chase,

hot result in a

X
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Comment:
6.a.iv. No Impact - A Geotechnical Consultation, was prepared by RGH Consultants, Jared Pratt, Certified
Engineering Geologist, Eric Chase, Geotechnical Engineer, October 22, 2009. The study did not indicate
that the project site was subject to landslides. There is substantial evidence that the change in the project
would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

b) Resultin substantial s0il erosion or the loss
of topsoil? X

Comment:

6.b. Less than Significant impact - Correspondence from Brelje & Race dated August 18, 2010, indicates
the new well will be constructed utilizing a cable tool method. The cable tool method of drilling does not
involve the use of drilling mud. A three to ten foot temporary casing is guided into the earth as a drilling bit
attached to a cable is lowered inte the casing to pulverize the soil in the casing. The bit is then removed
and a bailing device is lowered into the casing to remove the soil. This process is repeated until the
boettom of the casing is reached and a new section of casing is welded on and driven another three to ten
feet deeper into the earth. When the casing reaches the desired depth of the proposed well
{(approximately 80 to 100 feet), a permanent well casing is lowered, and the external casing is removed.
The permanent well will be approximately six inches in diameter and be contained in a four-foot by six-foot
utility vault that will be approximately at grade. Approximately six cubic yards of soil will be removed as a
result of constructing the well. The spoils will be removed from the project site daily. In addition,
Mitigation Measure GS-1 imposed in the criginal MND would apply to the relocated chlorination structure,
and would require the use of BMP’s to prevent erosion. Accordingly, the change in the preject would not
result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact from soil erosion or ioss of topsoil.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation measures required.

c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soif 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? P

Comment:

6.c. Less than Significant Impact - See response to 6.a above. To address concerns regarding the
potential for land subsidence as a result of the new well, an assessment of groundwater flow into the Rail
Pond between Bay Flat Road, and Westshore Road, was prepared by Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G.,
C. Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., dated March 23, 2010, and an Evaluation of Potential for Local Land
Subsidence, was prepared by Tedd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C. Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., dated
July 13, 2010. The studies analyze the potential for land subsidence created by the proposed well and the
effect it could have on the existing single family dwelling unit located on the project site and the single
family dwelling unit on the adjacent parcel (100-060-010) located to the east. The analysis states the risk
of land subsidence is significantly greater for groundwater systems comprised in part of silt/clay deposits.
The location of the well field is comprised solely of well-sorted dune and marine sands and contains no
clay or silt deposits which reduces the potential for significant land subsidence. The analysis states: “In
addition to the favorable geoclogic conditions, the distance-drawdown analysis indicates the maximum
water level drawdown in the immediate vicinity of the new well will be relatively small, ranging from 8.6 to
24 3 feet. Water level drawdown within the cone of depression decreases quickly with increasing distance

“from the well, and the cone of depression extends only a relatively short distance of 107 feet. Based on
this information and the lack of any chserved land subsidence associated with the Dunes well field since
the development of groundwater resources in the area in 1980, any measurable land subsidence
associated with groundwater pumping of the new well is highly unlikely." The study indicated that the
potential of subsidence at the wellhead is 1.3 cm and quickly decreases with distance. The land
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subsidence potential is less than 0.5 cm at a distance of 14 feet from the wi

ell and 0.2 ¢

50 feet from the well. The single family dwelling on the project site is locat
west of the well. The adjacent single family dwelling’s garage is located a
east of the well and the
the well.

The two analysis concluded that based on the review of reference material$ on iand su

independent site-specific calculations, and the operation of the well field,
operation of the water supply well at the project site will present no immedi

structural integrity of the project site and adjacent parcel located to the east.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
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?

Comment:

6.d. Less than Significant Impact - The original MND found that appropriats
according to professional standards and applicable building codes would ef

standards and building codes. Relocation of the chlorination structure wou
substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

Comment:

6.e. No Impact - The change in the project does not involve the use of sept]
disposal systems.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION Would the change in the project:  Pptentialty
Signﬁmnl Slgniﬁcant
Impact th
tigation
trjcorporation
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either .

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Comment:

7.a. No Impact - The new welt and chlorination structure will not generate q{eenhouse
n

Accordingly, the change in the project wouid not result in a new or substa
impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

adjacent single family dwelling is located approximately 80 to 8

approxima
roximately

proper ing

m at a distance of
tely 60 feet to the
35 to 40 feet to the
5 feet to the east of

bsidence,
itallation and

te or long-term risk to the

design of t

d not resulf

¢ systems

hsure that the
expansive soils would be minimized. The chlorination structure would be sJ.ubject toth

he facilities
risk from
se professional
ina newor

br alternative waste

Less than Less than
No
Bignificani Impact
fmpact :
X

pas emissions.
ially more severe significant
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b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases? _ X

Comment:

7.b. No Impact - The project will not conflict with the Senoma County Community Climate Action Plan.
The change in the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the change in the project; Potentially Less than Less than No
Significarit Significant Significant Impact
Impact wilh Impact :
Mitigation
Ingarporation

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? X

Comment:

8.a. Less than Significant Impact - The original MND determined this impact to be Less than Significant
due to secondary containment of the chlorination solution within the chiorination structure, and the
BBPUD's hazardous materials handling and response plans aiready in place. Relocation of the
chlorination structure away from wetlands further ensures that use of chiorine disinfection will not result in
a significant impact. The following provides further clarification regarding this Less than Significant Impact.
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations requires the water from the new well to be disinfected. A
chlorination structure wiil be constructed to house a chlorine disinfection system that will disinfect water
from the new well. A weak solution of chlorine will be injected at the well head as the water is pumped
from the well. The chlorine solution will be developed by dissolving dry calcium hypochlorite tablets in
water to create a solution of 1.7% chlorine to be injection into the water supply. The equipment is located
in the chlorination structure and includes a small five gallon tank to hold the 1.7% chiorine solution, a
hopper to hold a seven day supply of the dry calcium hypochlorite tablets, and a pump for drawing solution
from the holding tank and injecting the solution into the water main at the weli head. The chlorination
structure will include a secondary containment basin built into the floor to contain any accidental chlorine
solution spills that might occur. The foundation of the structure will be constructed to withstand large
seismic events (see Mitigation Measure 6.a.(1)) as recommended in the Geotechnical Consultation
prepared by RGH Consultants, Jared Pratt, Certified Engineering Geologist, Eric Chase, Geotechnical
Engineer, October 22, 2009. A seven day supply of dry calcium hypochiorite tablets will be transported to
the chlorination structure once a week by the Bodega Bay Public Utility District staff to restock the hopper.
Additional supplies of calcium hypochlorite tablets will not be stored on-site. No hazardous materials will
be disposed of on-site or off-site. The relocation of the chiorination structure will not result in a new or
substantially more severe hazard than previously analyzed.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures reguired.

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? X

Comment:

8.b. Less than Significant Impact - See response to 8.a listed above.
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Mitigation: No mifigation measures reguired.

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

)

Comment;

8.c. No Impact - This section was previously analyzed and the change in th
structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

-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)

Comment;

8.d. No Impact - The chlorination structure would not be relocated to a site rnciuded or

Code 65962.5 list of hazardous materials sites. Thus, the change in the pr
or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

For a project located within an airport land

use plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or

public use airport, would the project result in

a safety hazard for people residing or working in

the project area?

Comment:
8.e. No Impact - The chigrination structure would not be relocated within ar
substantially more severe significant impact.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project resultin a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

Comment;

B.f. No impact - The chiorination structure would not be relocated within the
Thus, the change in the project would not result in 2 new or substantially m

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
Impair implementation of or physically interfere

with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

9)

mpact.

e location of the chlonination

bject would

a Government

not result in a new

in a new or

airport lang! use pian or within
two miles of a public or public use airport. Thus, change in the project would not result

vicinity of :f
pre severe

pri\}ate airstrip.
significant impact.

X
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Comment:

8.9. No Impact - The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more
severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildiand
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands? . _ X

Comment:

8.h. No Impact - The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substéntially more
severe significant impact involving wildland fires,

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the change in the project: Potentiafly Less than Less than No
Significant Sl_%mﬂcant Significant Impact
impact wilh Impact

Mitigation
Incérperation
a} Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements? X

Comment:

9.a. No Impact - The prior MND found the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements. Relocation of the chlorination structure away from wetlands would
further ensure that any potential impact would be avoided.

Mitigation: No mitigaticn measures required.

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 focal 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? X

Comment:

8.b. Less than Significant Impact - Based on a 2008 assessment of groundwater resources {including a
water balance study) by Todd Engineers, the prior MND found that the proposed project would not
significantly deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. To
address concerns raised by neighbors foliowing approval of the MND, Todd Engineers provided two
additional reports to clarify and support the prior analysis. An Evaluation for an Assessment of
Groundwater Flow into the Rail Pond between Bay Flat Road and Westshore Road, was prepared by
Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C. Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., March 23, 2010, and an Evaluation
of Potential for Local Land Subsidence, was prepared by Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C. Hg., David
Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., July 13, 2010. The assessments acknowledged the Bodega Bay Public Utilities
District (BBPUD) currently operates two well fields known as the Dunes and Roppolo well fields. The
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fields are located within the San Andreas Rift zone in a sand dune area connecting Bofdega Head and the
mainiand. The Roppolo well fields are located approximately % of a mile tq the southwest of the Dunes
well field. The BBPUD is proposing to construct the subject new well in the vicinity of the existing Dunes
well field located approximately 400 feet to the north. The purpose of the proposed new well is to allow
the Bodega Bay Public Utility District to be in compliance with Safe Drinking Water Stapdards that require
water supply to be able to match peak demands without reliance on storage, as required by the California
Department of Public Health (CDPH).

The BBPUD currently operates two production wells in the Dunes well field| Both wells|are located inside
the Sonoma Coast State Beach Park. The BBPUD has agreed with the Sonoma Coast State Beach Park
to restrict pumping from the Dunes well field to an average rate of 100 galigns per minute (gpm). Under
the agreement, the BBPUD may temporarily pump up to 200 gpm from the{Dunes well|field, so long as the
annual average yield does not exceed 100 gpm. The combined capacity oflthe two wells is 160 gpm. For
this analysis, it is conservatively assumed that production from the Dunes well field will increase by up to
20 percent after the successful installation of the new well (i.e., combined gverage annual pumping rate of
up to 120 gpm). The Dune well field will increase up to 20 percent due to the water that will be pumped
from the new proposed well,

The BBPUD does not pian to increase its total combined production from the Dunes and Roppolo well

fields; the new well will simply aliow the Bodega Bay Public Utility District to be in compliance with the Safe
Drinking Water Standards that require water supply to be able to match pegk demands without reliance on
storage, as required by the California Department of Public Health (CDPH})

The distance-drawdown analysis indicates the maximum water level drawdown in the immediate vicinity of
the new well will be relatively small, ranging from 8.6 to 24.3 feet. The ass¢ssment ingicates the new
well's water level in the aquifer will be allowed to recover to static or near-sfatic conditipns (i.e., 0 feet of
water level drawdown) on a daily basis. Based on the Assessment of Ground Vater
Ponds and the Evaluation of Potential for Local Land Subsidence the propgsed project will not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies, interfere substantially with groundwater regharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume, or a lowering of the local grgundwater table level.

The relocation of the chiorination structure does not affect this analysis and thus would not result in a new
or substantially more severe significant impact to hydrology and water quallty than preyiously analyzed.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? X

Comment:

8.c. No Impact - The relocation of the 80 square foot chlorination structure Js not located near a stream or
river and will not result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site. A mipor amount of grading is
required tp construct the chiorination structure building pad. The relocation of the chlofination structure
would not require additional grading and thus would not result in a new or substantiaily|more severe
significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner :
which would result in flooding on- or off-site”? X
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Comment:

9.d. Less than Significant Impact - The Permit and Resource Management Department's Grading and
Storm Water Section reviewed the project through the referral process and determined that the 80 square
foot chlorination structure would not be required to obtain a grading permit based on Grading Ordinance
Standards and the project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff to cause
floeding. Therefore, the relocation of the chiorination structure would not result in a new or substantially
more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

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? X

Comment:

9.e. No Impact - The project is a small structure (BO square feet in size) and will result in a minor amount
of impervious surfaces. This iwould not create runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. The
relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant
impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

fy Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ' _ X

Comment:

9.f. No Impact - The project is a small 80 square foot chlorination structure that will not substantiaily
degrade water quality but will improve the water quality that is pumped from the proposed well. The
relocation of the chiorination structure would not result in a2 new or substantially more severe significant
impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

g) Place housing within a 100-year hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Fioed Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map? X

Comment:

9.g9. No Impact - The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. The relocation of the
chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area

structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows? ' X

Comment:

9.h. No Impact - The relocation of the chlorination structure would not resuit in a new or substantially more
severe significant impact.
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Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
Expose peocple or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
inciuding flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam?

Comment:

9.i. No Impact - The project does not involve levees or dams. The relocatiof
would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
Comment:

9.j. No Impact - The project site is not susceptible to seiche, tsunami, or m

chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more severg significant

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING Vould the change in the project: Phitentially
Significant aﬁviﬂcant
Impact
itigation
Ifcorporation

a} Physically divide an established community?

Comment:

10.a. No Impact - The project site does not divide an established communi
chlorination structufe would not result in a new or substantially more sever

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
b} Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or

zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Comment:

10.b. Less than Significant Impact - The previous MND determined the pro
LCP and required an application to PRMD for a Coastal Permit. The relocs
structure away from wetlands would ensure compliance with the LCP. Acd
project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant irm

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation

plan or natural community conservation plan?

Comment:

n of the chlg

prination structure

idflow. The

relocation of the
impact.
| ess than Less than
No
Bignificant Impact
Impact
X

. The relg
significant]

cation of the
impact.

ect would 1
btion of the
brdingly, the
pact.

ot conflict with the
chlorination
: change in the
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10.¢. No Impact - There are no applicable habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation
plans in the area. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially
more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: Mo mitigation measures required.

11. MINERAL RESOURCES Would the change in the project: Potentially Less than Less than
: S|gn|f'cant Si?nnlﬁcant S|gn|rcant Impact
impacl Impaci
Mitigation
Incorporation

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? ' X

Comment:

11.a. No Impact - There are no known mineral resources on the project site. The relocation of the
chiorination structure would not result in a new or substantially. more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan? X

Comment:
11.b. No Impact - The project site is not identified as a mineral resource recovery site in any applicable
plans. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substanhally more severe
significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

12. NOISE Would the change in the project result in: F'otentlal Less_ than Less than No
Signifi cany %nlf'cant S|gn|fcant Impact
Impact Impact
Mmgallon
incorporation

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies? X

Comment:

12.a. No Impact - The prior MND found that the project would not likely exceed the Sonoma County
General Plan standard for noise, but imposed mitigation measure N-1 fo require compliance with the
General Plan iimit of 60 dB at the property line. The relocated chlorination structure would be subject to
this mitigation measure, ensuring no greater impact would occur. In addition, the relocated chlorination
structure is iocated further away from the nearby residential uses. Accordingly, the change in the project
would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
b} Exposure of persons to or generation of

excessive groundborne vibration or ground
borne noise levels? X
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Comment:

12.b, Less than Significant Impact - The prior MND determined that the prn:’Lject will not expose people to
excessive groundborne vibration or noise. The change in focation of the chilorination structure wouid not
alter this conciusion, Accerdingly, the change in the project would not resuit in a new ¢r substantially more
severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures reguired.
¢} A substantial permanent increase in ambient

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project? X

Comment;
12.c. Less than Significant Impact - See 12.a above.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
d) A substantial temporary or pericdic increase in

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project? X

Comment:
12.d. Less than Significant Impact - See 12.a above.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

e) Fora project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such plan has not been adopted,
within twa miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels? X

Comment:

12.e. No Impact - The project site is not located within an airport land use {Ean or withip two miles ofa -
public airport or public use airport. The relocation of the chlorination structlire would net result in a new or
substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures-required.

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people .
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels? X

Comment:

12.1. No Impact - The relocation of the chlorination structure would not resyilt in-a new lor substantially
more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the change in the project:

Significant
Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for exampie, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

Comment:

Potentially Less than Iﬂess than
e]
Si_ﬂ_viﬁcant Significant - Impaci
wih Impact
Mitigation
Incorporation
X

13.a. Less than Significant Impact - The previous MND found that the project would enhance the reliability
of the BBPUD's water system but would not increase service connection or storage, and therefore would
not be growth-inducing. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not resuit in a new or

substantially more severe significant impact.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere?

Comment:

13.b. No Impact - No housing would be displaced by the relocated chlorination structure.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Comment:

13.¢. No Impact - No people would be displaced by the relocation of the chlorination structure.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

14, PUBLIC SERVICES Would the change in the project: E%E%t(ig%
Impaci

a) Wouid the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, 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
public services:

Fire protection?

- X
. X
Less than Less than No
Sgﬂ]mﬁcant Signiiicant impact
wilh Impaci
Mitigation
Incorporation

X
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Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?

Comment:

14.a. No Impact - The relocation of the chlorination structure would not res
more severe significant impact to the listed public services.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

15.

P S P G b G » 4

Lt in a new

RECREATION Would the change in the project: Potentiatly Lpss than
: Significant ﬁlﬂcant
impact i
itigation
Incorporation

Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

Comment:

15.a. No Impact - The relocation of the chlorination structure would not res
more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect

on the environment?
Comment:

15.b. No Impact - The relocation of the chiorination structure would not res
more severe significant impact. ‘

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

s ]

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Would the change in the project:

Significant
Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle

Wit in & new

Lilt in a new

otentialiy
iﬂ_'niﬂcant

itigation
corporation

or substantially

No
impact

| &s5 than
Bipnificant
mpact

or substantially

or substantially

Less than
Bignificant
mpact

Less than
Mo
impact
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paths, and mass transit? : X

Comment:

16.a. No Impact - The prior MND determined that this project would not generate substantiat traffic.
Temporary construction traffic will be managed and controlled pursuant to Mitigation Measure T-1. The
relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant
impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

b) Conflict with an appiicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways? X

Comment:

16.b. No Impact - The prior MND determined that this project would not generate substantial traffic.
Temporary construction traffic will be managed and controlled pursuant to Mitigation Measure T-1. The
relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant
impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
¢) Resuitin a change in air fraffic patterns, including

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks? X

Comment:

1B6.c. No Impact - The project will not affect air traffic patterns. The relocation of the chlorlnatlon structure
would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design

feature {e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses {e.g., farm equipment? X

Comment:

16.d. No Impact - Relocation of the chlorination structure would not affect road design features and thus
would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? ' X

Comment:

16.e. Less than Significant Impact - The prior MND determined that the only disruption to emergency
access would be temporary, during construction, and imposed Mitigation Measure T-2 to ensure the
impact would be Less than Significant. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a
new or substantially more severe significant impact.
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Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

_ Comment:

16.f. No Impact - Th previous MND determined that the project would have
of transportation. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not res

more severe significant impact.
Mitigation:

g) Resultin inadequaté parking capacity?
Comment:

16.g. No impact - The project does not involve substantial parking. The re

structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant |mpact.
Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the change in the project: Potentially Lpss than
Significarit 3'ﬁ1mﬁcant
Impact th
itigation
Irjcorporation

a) Exceed wastewatertreatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality

Control Board?

Comment:

17.a. No Impact - The previous MND determined that the project would hay
treatment. The relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a

severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
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?
Comment:

17.b. No Impact - See 17.a above.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmentai effects?

c)

Comment:

no impact ¢
pit in a new

bn alternative forms
or substantially

ocation of t

he chlorination

Less than No
Significant Impact
Impact

X

e no impag
new or sub

t on wastewater
stantially more
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17.c. No Impact - The previous MND determined that the project would nct require the construction or -
expansion of storm water drainage facilities. Relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a
new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve

the project from existing entittements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements needed? X

Comment:

17.d. No Impact - The pricr MND determined the project would not require new or expanded water supply
entittements. Relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more
severe significant impact. '

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

e) Resultin 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? X

Comment:
17.e. No Impact - The project does not require wastewater treatment. Relocation of the chlorination
structure would not resuit in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
f) Be served by a landfil with sufficient permitted

capacity to accommodate the project's solid
waste disposal needs”? X

Comment:

17.f. No Impact - The project dees not involve solid waste disposed at a landfill. Relocation of the
chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.

g) Ceomply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste? X

Comment:

17.g. No Impact - Relocation of the chlorination structure would not result in a new or substantially more
severe significant impact involving compliance with solid waste statutes and regulations.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures required.
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Yes

a) Does the change in the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,

cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a

plant or animat community, reduce the number

or restrict the range of a rare or endangered

plant or animal or eliminate important examples

of the major pericds of California history or prehistory?
Comment:

Relocation of the chlorination structure further away from wetlands and res|
that the project does not have a significant impact.

b) Does the change in the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
{‘Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of

past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects)?

Comment:

Relocation of the -chiorination structure would not change the conclusions d
significant cumulative impacts.
¢) Does the change in the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects

on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Comment:

Relocation of the chlorination structure would not change the conclusion of
substantial adverse effect on human beings.

dences wo

the prior M

18. a, b, & ¢ - It is the conclusion of this initial study that there is substantiad evidence t

change in the project would not result in a new or substantially more severg
environmental impact. This determination was reached through examinatiq
plans, project site evaluation, and the following documents:

1) Geotechnical Consultation, RGH Consultants, Jared Pratt, Certified.
Chase, Geotechnical Engineer, October 22, 2008.

2) Assessment of Groundwater Flow into the Rail Pond between Bay F|
Todd Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C.Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., M

3) Evaluation of Potential for Local Land Subsidence, Todd Engineers,
Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., Juily 13, 2010,

4) Brelje & Race Memorandum, Rail Pond Study, Benjamin Bryant, Fequuary 23,2

5) Brelie & Race Correspondence, Justin Witt, April 7, 2010..

6) Brelje & Race Memorandum, Justin Witt, August 18, 2010,

Edwin Lin,

significant
in of the pr?ject description and

-ngineering

at Road an
hrch 23, 20

Lid further ensure

f the prior MIND regarding no

ND regarding no

hat the proposed
adverse

Geologist, Eric

d Westshore Road,
10.

P.G., C.Hg., David

010.
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7) Biological Resources Assessment, WRA Environmental Consultants, Doug Spicher, March 2010.

8) WRA Environmental Consultants, Correspondence, Doug Spicher, August 3, 2010,
9] WRA Environmental Consultants, Coorespondence, Doug Spicher, January 17, 2011.

10} Assessment of Groundwater Resources Dunes and Roppolo Well Fields Bodega Bay, Todd
Engineers, Edwin Lin, P.G., C_Hg., David Abbott, P.G., C. Hg., July 2008,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

On August 11 and December 9, 2009 and on February 15, 2010, WRA, Inc. made site visits to
conduct an assessment of biotogical resources at the Bodega Bay Flat Road Well Project Site
(Project Area) in Bodega Bay, Sonoma County, California (Figure 1). The Project Area can be
accessed from Highway 1 at Eastshore Road. The purpose of the assessment was to gather
information necessary to complete a review of biological resources under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) including the identification of potential impacts, as well as
avoidance and minimization measures for canstruction of a below ground waterline and municipal

well within residential Bodega Bay. The site is located in the coastal zone, within the City of
Bodega Bay, and is dominated by hardscape, herbaceous wetland habitat, and a mixed grove of
cypress and blue gum trees. The site is surrounded by rural residential development and coastal
bluffs.

This report describes the results of the site visits, which assessed the Project Area for: (1) potential
to support special status species; and (2) presence of other sensitive biological resources protected
by local, state, and federal laws and regulations. If special status species were observed during
the site visit, they were recorded. Specific findings on the habitat suitability or presence of special
status species or sensitive habitats may require that protocol level surveys be conducted. This
report also contains an evaluation of potential impacts to special status species and sensitive
biclogical resources that may occur as a result of the proposed project and recommendations to
"~ avoid and minimize those impacts.

A biological assessment provides general information on the potential presence of sensitive
species and habitats. The biological assessment is not an official protocol level survey for listed
species that may be required for project approval by local, state, or federal agencies. This
assessment is based on information available at the time of the study and on site conditions that
were observed on the date of the site visit.

2.0 REGULATORY BACKGROUND

The following sections explain the regulatory context of the biological assessment, including
applicable laws and regulations that were applied to the field investigations and analysis of potential
project impacts.

21 Special Status Species

Special status species include those plants and wildlife species that have been formally listed, are
proposed as endangered or threatened, or are candidates for such listing under the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA). These acts afford
protection to both listed and proposed species. In addition, California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) Species of Special Concern, which are species that face extirpation in California
if current popuiation and habitat trends continue, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Birds of
Conservation Concern, sensitive species included in USFWS Recovery Plans, and CDFG special
status invertebrates are all considered special status species. Although CDFG Species of Special
Concern generally have no special legal status, they are given special consideration under the
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California Environmental QUaIity Act (CEQA). In addition to regulations for special status species,

most birds in the United States, including non-status species, are protected b
Treaty Act of 1918. Under this legislation, destroying active nests, dggs, and yq
species on California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Lists 1 and 2 are| also consig
plant species. Impacts to these species are considered significant according tg
3 plants have little or no protection under CEQA, but are included inghis analysi

Critical Habitat

Critical habitat is a term defined and used in the Federal Endangéred Specid
geographic area that contains features essential for the congervation d
endangered species and that may require special management and protection.
federal agencies to consult with the USFWS to conserve listed specles on their

y the Migratory Bird
pung is illegal. Piant
ered special status
) CEQA. CNPS List
s for completeness.

es Act as a specific
f a threatened or
The FESArequires
ands and to ensure

that any activities or projects they fund, authorize, or camy out will otjeopardttze the survival of a

threatened or endangered species. in consultation for those specles with cri
agencies must also ensure that their activities or projects do not afiversely m
to the point that it will no longer aid in the species’ recovery. In many cases, thi

cal habitat, federal
pdify critical habitat
5 level of protection

is similar to that already provided to species by the FESA “jeopardy gtandard.” However, areas that

are currently unoccupied by the species but which are needed for the spe
protected by the prohibition against adverse modification of critical habitat.

2.2 Sensitive Biological Communities

cies' recovery, are

Sensitive biological communities include habitats that fulfill special functions or have special values,
such as wetlands, streams, and riparian habitat. These habitat$ are protegcted under federal

regulations (such as the Clean Water Act), state regulations (such

5s the Porter-Coiogne Act, the

CDFG Streambed Alteration Program, and CEQA), or local ordinances or poligies {City or County

Tree Ordinances, Special Habitat Management Areas, and Gener

Waters of the United States

| Plan Elemments).

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) regulates "Waters of thel United States” under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act. “Waters of the U.S." are defined broadly as waters susceptible to use

in commerce, including interstate waters and wetlands, all other
inciuding wetlands), and their tributaries (33 CFR 328.3). Potential
three criteria used to delineate wetlands stated in the Corps of E
Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987), are identified by the{presence

aters (intrastate waterbodies,
etland areas, according to the
ineers Wetlands Delineation

of (1) hydrophytic

vegetation, (2) hydric soils, and (3) wetland hydrology. Areas th&it are inundated for sufficient
duration and depth to exclude growth of hydrophytic vegetationy are subjgct to Section 404

jurisdiction as “other waters” and are often characterized by an ordinary high water mark (OHWM).

Other waters, for example, generally inciude lakes, rivers, and sfreams. The placement of fill

material into "Waters of the U.8.” (including wetlands) generally requ
permit from the COE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Waters of the State

The term “Waters of the State” is defined by the Porter-Cologne
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of thd

Applican|

res anindividual or nationwide

Act as “anly surface water or
state.” The Regional Water
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Quality Control Board (RWQCB)} protects ali waters in its regulatory scope, but has special
responsibility for wetlands, riparian areas, and headwaters. These waterbedies have high resource
value, are vulnerable to filling, and are not systematically protected by other programs. RWQCB
jurisdiction includes “isolated” wetiands and waters that may not be regulated by the COE under
Section 404. “Waters of the State” are regutated by the RWQCB under the State Water Quality
Certification Program which regulates discharges of fill and dredged material under Section 401
of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Projects that require
a COE permit, or fall under other federal jurisdiction, and have the potential to impact “Waters of
the State,” are required to comply with the terms of the Water Quality Certification determination.
If a proposed project does not require a federal permit, but does involve dredge or fill activities that
may result in a discharge to “Waters of the State,” the RWQCB has the option to regulate the
dredge and fill activities under its state authority in the form of Waste Discharge Requirements.

Streams, Lakes, and Riparian Habitat

Streams and lakes, as habitat for fish and wildlife species, are subject to jurisdiction by CDFG
under Sections 1600-1616 of California Fish and Game Code. Alterations to or work within or
adjacent to streambeds or lakes generaliy require a 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement. The term stream, which includes creeks and rivers, is defined in the California Code
of Regulations (CCR) as follows: “a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently
through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This includes
watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian
vegetation” (14 CCR 1.72). In addition, the term stream can include ephemeral streams, dry
washes, watercourses with subsurface flows, canals, agueducts, irrigation ditches, and other
means of water conveyance if they support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or stream-dependent
terrestrial wildlife (CDFG ESD 1994). Riparian is defined as, "on, or pertaining to, the banks of a
stream;” therefore, riparian vegetation is defined as, “vegetation which occurs in and/or adjacent
to a stream and is dependent on, and occurs because of, the stream itself” (CDFG ESD 1994),
Removal of riparian vegetation alsc requires a Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement from CDFG.

Other Sensitive Biological Communities

Other sensitive biological communities not discussed above include habitats that fulfill special

functions or have special values. Natural communities considered sensitive are those identified .

in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFG. CDFG ranks sensitive
communities as “threatened” or “very threatened” and keeps records of their occurrences in its
Natural Diversity Database. Sensitive plant communities are also identified by CDFG on their List
of California Natural Communities Recognized by the CNDDB. Impacts to sensitive natural
communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFG or USFWS
must be considered and evaluated under CEQA (California Code of Regulations: Title 14, Div. 6,
Chap. 3, Appendix G). Specific habitats may also be identified as sensitive in City or County
(General Plans or ordinances.

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 5 of 48



Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan (LCP)

The Sonoma County LCP was amended to be consistent with the
and was certified by the California Coastal Commission on Dece
County LCP provides a land use priority system which gives the hig
sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) and prime agriculture and timber
ESHAs and prescribes that any modification to areas containing tf
significant disruption of the habitat value” in order to be consistent

3.0 METHODS
The Project Area was traversed on foot to determine: (1) plant cd
Project Area, (2) if existing conditions provided suitable habitat f
wildlife species, and (3) if sensitive habitats are present. All plant an
were recorded, and are summarized in Appendix A,

3.1 Biological Communities

to determine if any unique soil types that could support sensitive pla
features were present in the Project Area. Biological communities p
classified based on existing plant community descriptions described
of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986).
necessary to identify variants of community types or to describe no
described in the literature. Biological communities were classified a
defined by CEQA and other applicable laws and regulations.

Prior to the site visits, the Soil Survey of Sonoma County, Californi?

3.1.1 Non-sensitive Biologicat Communities

.

Sonoma C
mber 12, 2
hest priority
[esources.
hese resou

brmunities)

d wildlife s

{USDA 149
{ commun
esentin th
nthe Prefin

However,
-vegetated
sensitive

Non-sensitive biological communities are those communities that a
consideration under CEQA, or regulation by state, federal, an

ordinances. These communities may, however, provide suitable hiabitat for s
plant or wildlife species and are identified or described in Section 4.1.1 below

3.1.2 Sensitive Biological Communities

Sensitive biological communities are defined as those commuipities that

e not requi

bunty General Plan
P01. The Sonoma

to environmentally
The LCP identifies
ces must “have no

with the LEP.

present within the

br any spepial status plant or

ecies encountered

72) was examined
ties and/or aguatic
Project Area were
ninary Dascriptions
in some cases itis
areas that are not
pr non-sensitive as

red to have special

local laws, regqulations and

are given special

* consideration under CEQA and other applicable federal, state, ard local laws, regulations and

ordinances. Applicable laws and ordinances are discussed above inlSection 2.0

used to identify sensitive biological communities are discussed bel

Wetlands and Waters

The Project Area was surveyed to determine if any wetlands and
jurisdiction by the COE, RWQCB, or CDFG were present. The asq

W.

. Special methods

waters potentially subject to
essment was based primarily

on the presence of wetland plant indicators, but may aiso include any obsérved indicators of

wetland hydrology or wetland soils. Any potential wetland ard

4

Applicant

as were identified as areas

bme special status
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dominated by plant species with a wetiand indicator status’ of OBL, FACW, or FAC as given on the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands {(Reed 1988). Evidence
of wetland hydrology can include direct evidence (primary indicators), such as visible inundation
or saturation, surface sediment deposits, algai mats and drift lines, or indirect indicators (secondary
indicators), such as oxidized root channels. Some indicators of wetland soils include dark colored
soils, soils with a sulfidic odor, and soils that contain redoximorphic features as defined by the
Corps Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United
States (NRCS, 2002).

The preliminary waters assessment was based primarily on the presence of unvegetated, ponded
areas or flowing water, or evidence indicating their presence such as a high water mark or a
defined drainage course.

QOther Sensitive Biological Communities

The Project Area was evaluated for the presence of other sensitive biclogical communities,
including riparian areas, sensitive plant communities recognized by CDFG, and environmental
sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) as described in the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan.  |f
present in the Project Area, these sensitive biological communities are described in the Section
4.1.2 below.

3.2 Special Status Species
3.2.1 Literature Review

Potential occurrence of special status species in the Project Area was evaluated by first
determining which special status species occurin the vicinity of the Project Area through a literature
and database search. Database searches for known occurrences of special status species
focused on the Bodega Head 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle and the five surrounding USGS
quadrangles. The following sources were reviewed to determine which special status plant and
wildlife species have been documented to occur in the vicinity of the Project Area:

. California Natural Diversity Database records (CNDDB) (CDFG 2009)

. - USFWS guadrangle species lists (USFWS 2009) -

. CNPS Electronic Inventory records (CNPS 2009)

. CDFG publication “California’s Wildlife, Volumes I-[ll" {Zeiner et al. 1990)

. CDFG publication “Amphibians and Reptile Species of Special Concern in
California” (Jennings 1994)

. A Field Guide to Western Reptiles and Amphibians (Stebbins, R.C. 2003)

. University of California at Davis Information Center for the Environment Distribution
Maps for Fishes in California {2009}

. National Marine Fisheries Service Distribution Maps for California Salmonid Species

(Sonoma County 2000)

'oBL = Obligate, always found in wetlands (> 99% frequency of occurrence); FACW =
Facultative wetland, usually found in wetlands (67-99% frequency of occurrence); FAC = Facultative,
equal occurrence in wetland or non-wetiands (34-66% frequency of occurrence).

5
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3.2.2 Site Assessment

A site visit was made to the Project Area to search for suitable habit

literature review as occurring in the vicinity. The potential for each

in the Project Area was then evaluated according to the following

1) No Potential. Habitat on and adjacent to the site is clearly un
requirements (foraging, breeding, cover, substrate, eleva
community, site history, disturbance regime).

2) Unilikely. Few of the habitat components meeting the sped

present, and/or the majority of habitat on and adjacent to the
very poor quality. The species is not likely to be found on the

3) Moderate Potential. Some of the habitat components me
requirements are present, and/or only some of the habitat on o
unsuitable. The species has a moderate probability of being found on th

4) High Potential. Ali of the habitat components meeting the sp#

.present and/or most of the habitat on or adjacent to the site
species has a high probability of being found on the site,

5) Present. - Species is observed on the site or has been record

reports) on the site recently.

The site assessment is intended to identify the presence or absen

special status species known to occur in the vicinity in order to detd

the Project Area. The site visit does not constitute a protocol-level

determine the actual presence or absence of a species; however]

observed during the site visit, its presence will be recorded and dis

the evaluation of potential for occurrence of each special status plg
to occur in the vicinity of the Project Area with their habitat requireants, poten

and rationale for the classification based on criteria listed above.
surveys, are made in Section 5.0 below for species with a modera
the Project Area. :

4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The Project Area is located in Bodega Bay, an unincorporated community in Sd
is surrounded almost entirely by rural residential development, with

to the north and Bay Flat Road to the south. The project would ing

on a privately owned parcel located at 1681 Bay Flat Road. An eight-foot by te
chlorination building would be constructed at the intersection of th
properties in a small clearing. A six-inch pipe wouid be instaile

between the well and the existing water main in Bay Flat Road,

installed between the main pipe and the chlorination building. Thel
in a disturbed residential area dominated by hardscape and non-n

ats for spe
Criteria:

Suitable for
lion, hydrd

site is uns
site.

pting the §

r adjacent {

bcies requil
s highly s\

ed (i.e. CN

e of suitat
ermine its
survey an
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ecomme!
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ude the col

2 Dirkse,
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bnd additig
Project footprint would occur
htive, landscaped vegetation.

Applicant
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e site.

ements are
litable. The:

DDB, other

ble habitat for each
otential to oceur in
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pendix B presents
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A mixed grove of Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa) and biue gum {Eucalyptus globulus)
surround the construction footprint. Several potential jurisdictional wetland features were observed
adjacent to the Project Area, including a seasonal wetland plant community, willow-dominated
riparian habitat, and a tidally influenced impoundment called “northern rail pond” immediately
adjacent to Bay Flat Road. Elevations of the Project Area range from approximately 20 to 60 feet
above sea level, The following sections present the results and discussion of the biclogical
assessment within the Project Area.

4.1 Soils
One soil type is present in the Project Area: Dune Land {DuE). This soil is described below.

Dune Land. The Dune Land series consists of well-drained sand derived from Eolian sands.
Permeability is high and runoff is very rapid. '

4.2 Biological Communities

Non-sensitive biological communities in the Project Area include developed/hardscaped areas and
a mixed non-native tree community. Several potential wetland areas located outside of the Project
footprint are considered sensitive biological communities. Descriptions for each biological
community are contained in the following sections.

4.2.1 Non-sensitive biological communities

Developed and hardscaped

Developed sites cover the vast majority of the Project Area. These sites are dominated by
ornamental plant species, native sandy soils, and hardscape cover {e.g., buildings, pavement).
Due to disturbance and persistent grounds maintenance, these areas have no or unlikely potential
to provide habitat for special status plant species known to occur in the vicinity of the Project Area.

Mixed non-native tree community

The tree canopy surrounding the developed and hardscaped community is composed of two non-
native tree species: Monterey cypress and blue gum. The Monterey cypress grove present in the
Project Area is not considered native due to its age and location (Holland 1986). The understory

within this mixed grove is sparse, and vegetation generally consists of landscaped species such’

as iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis}. Due to the persistent grounds maintenance of the understory,
this community has low potential to provide habitat for special status plant species known to occur
in the vicinity of the Project Area. However, this community has a moderate potential to provide
habitat for avian nesting and monarch butterfly roosting sites.

4.2.2 Sensitive Biological Communities

Seasonal Wetiand

Seasonal wetland is not described by Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf as a distinct series because it is not
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characterized by a single dominant plant species, or a typical gn
potential wetiand features were observed in the vicinity of the Project Area. S
the Project Area are sandy and well-drained, making the identifi¢gation of hy
problematic. The boundaries between wetland and upland commurjities obser
determined primarily by a shift in vegetation communities (wetia
wetland classified plants) and a sharp change in topography {toe-of-slope). V.
in potential wetland areas inciuded: California blackberry (FACW), dommaon rus
OBL), tall flat sedge (Cyperus eragrostis - FACW), bracken fern (Pteridium ;
toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia - NL), periwinkle (Vinca majord - NL), g
(Pelargonium vitifolium - NL), velvet grass (Holcus fanatus - FAQ), giant hg
telmateia - OBL), cattail (Typha sp. - OBL), arroyo wiliow (Salix lagiolepis - F
willow (Safix lucida - NI). Species dominating the upland/wetland Houndary in
oats (Avena barbata - NL), pampas grass (Cortaderia sefloana - N}, and wilg
sativus - NL) and some plants with wetland classifications, such gs velvet g
tongue (Ficris echioides - FAC). Areas dominated by upland vegetation specie
in the areas identified as potential wetlands. Wetland hydrology indicators we
identified as uplands.

No potential wetland features were observed within the construction footprint, an
to wetland features are anticipated as a result of the proposed project. Howe
of the pipeline between the proposed well location and the water|main in Bg
occur within 100 feet of a wetland area only near the conneciion point

Installation of this pipe would occur solely within existing roadways and wo
habitats. This single area where the construction footprint would odcur within 1
wetland features is highlighted in Figure 2.

Northern Rail Pond - Wetland and Riparian Habitat

Reports prepared by Todd Engineers (2008 and 2010} and Brelje & Race
document in outflow of fresh water by seepage from the dune field into northerr
that there is daily tidal exchange between the pond and Bodega Harbor throll
Bay Flat Road. The daily exchange of water that has occurred through the culv
resulted in a vegetation community around the pond that includes some ¢

up of plan} species. Several

pils in the vicinity of
dric soil indicators
ved in the field were

areas hayve a prevalence of

bgetation observed
h {Juncus effusus -
rquilinum - FACU),
lapeleaf geranium
rsetail (Equisetum
ACW), and shining
ciuded slender wild

radish (Raphanus
ass, and bristly ox
5 were notincluded
re lacking in areas

d nodirectimpacts
ver, the installation
vy Flat Road would
pt Bay Flat Road.
uld avoid sensitive
00 feet of potential

Engineers (2010)
1 rail pond, but also
gh a culvert under
ert for decades has
lant species often

associated with saline-brackish conditions nearer to the culvert{iocation, quch as salt grass

(Distichlis spicata} and gumplant (Grindefia stricta), and species commonly §

und in fresh water

conditions, such as cattail (Typha latifolia), willow (Safix sp.), and|Baltic rusH (Juncus bafticus),
around the pond but more dominant at further distances from the culvert. Thg water in the pond,
in addition to having fluctuating levels depending on the stage of the tides, wag determined to be
brackish to saline with the surface having less salinity than what wals measured at depths. These

factors are consistent with tidal exchange in a semi-enclosed i

poundment with a source of

freshwater inflow. As tidal sea water from Bodega Harbor flows in through the ¢ulvert it mixes with

fresh water outflowing from the dune field. There is mixing between the two, ho

ever fresher water

would be expected nearer the surface because it is less dense thgn the sea water from Bodega

Harbor. Constant fresh water seepage outflow from the dune fie]d prevents

infiltrating into soil and keeps the root zones of plants supplied with
dominance of a fresh water plant community around the pond. At the most, th

saline water from
which supports the
ere may be a siight

natural fluctuation in saline-fresh water balance that naturally occurs between winter and summer

months (i.e., perhaps slightly increasing salinity in warmer, dry

Applican

summer months and slightly

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 10 of 48



decreased salinity in cooler, wetter winter months) to which the existing plant community has
adapted.

4.3  Special Status Species
4.3.1 Plants

Based upon a review of the resources and databases given in Section 3.2.1, sixty-three special
status plant species have been documented in the vicinity of the Project Area, within a five-mile
radius. All of these species have no potential or are unlikely to occur within the Project Area.
Appendix B summarizes the potential for occurrence for each special status plant species occurring
in the vicinity of the Project Area. No special status plant species that is identifiabie by its
vegetative characteristics or within its blooming period at the time of the site visit were observed
in the Project Area.

4.3.2 Wildiife

Thirty-five special status wildlife species have been recorded in the vicinity of the Project Area.
Appendix B summarizes the potential for each of these species to occur in the Project Area.

Two special status wildlife species have a moderate potential to occur in the Project Area: Rufous
Hummingbird {(Selasphorus rufus) and monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus). All species ohserved
during the site assessment are recorded in Appendix A; no special status species were observed.
Special status wildlife species that were documented, or have a moderate or high potential to occur
in the Project Area are discussed below.

Rufous Hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus), USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern. The
Rufous Hummingbird is a common migrant and uncommon summer resident in California. It
occurs in a wide variety of habitats as long as they provide abundant nectar sources. There are
no documented occurrences of this species within 5 miles of the Project Area (CNDDB 2009),
however, suitable breeding habitat is present and nectar sources are presentin the open grassiand
habitat; additional nectar sources are present in the ornamentatl vegetation surrounding the Project
Area. '

Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus), Special Status Invertebrate. Winter roost sites extend
along the coast from northern Mendocino to Baja California, Mexico. Roosts are located in wind
protected tree groves, with nectar and water sources nearby. Monarch butterflies are a Special
Status Invertebrate whose winter roosts are protected by the California Department of Fish and
Game. Suitable winter roost sites exist for this species in the mature trees within and adjacent to
the Project Area.

4.2.3 Common Wildlife

Common wildlife species not afforded special protection by CDFG or USFWS, such as California
Quail and Mule Deer, are known to occur within the Project Area vicinity. All of the wildlife
observed in the Project Area are commonly found species, and many are adapted to occupying
disturbed or urban areas. No special status wildlife species were observed.
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5.0 POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION -

Two sensitive bioiogical communities, seasonal wetland and was id

No special status plant species and two special status wildiife spedies have a
to occur within the Project Area. Additionally, no Critical Habitat ifor plant o

present within the Project Area. The following sections discuss po
mitigation measures that may be required for implementation of th
5.1 Potentially Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measu
Communities

Most of the Project Area is comprised of development and hardscag
native tree canopy, which are not sensitive biological communitie;
wouid occur within 100 feet of potential wetlands that may be within
County LCP-California Coastal Commission (CCC), COE under S¢
Act .and RWQCB under the Porter Cologne Act and Section 401
addition, the observed riparian vegetation may be within the jurisdic
Code Section 1602).

Wetlands and Waters

Seasonal and perennial (northern rail pond) wetiand features were
Project Area. Under Section 404/401 of the Clean Water Act, the

ntified with

ential impa
e proposed

e surround
5. Howeve
the jurisdid
bction 404
of the Cl

observed
se potenti

inthe Project Area.
moderate potential
I wildlife species is
cts and associated
project.

es for Sehsitive Biological

ed by a mixed non-
r, the Project Area
tion of the Sonoma
bf the Clean Water
pan Water Act, In

tion of CDRG (Fish and Game

n the vicinity of the
al wetland features

could be considered "W aters of the U.S." and/or "Waters of the Sta

"and the

efore fall under the

COE and/or RWQCB jurisdiction. Impacts to wetland features would likely negd to be authorized
by permits from the COE (Section 404 Permit) and the RWQCH (Section 401 Water Quality
occur bgcause the project

Certification). However, no impacts to wetlands are expected

elements, including pipeline alignments, have been routed to avoid wetlands.

If impacts to wetlands were to occur, it is likely that a Section 404 ndn-reporting nationwide permit _

would apply for COE purposes because the project would potentially meet the griteria for NWP 12,
Utility Line Activities; however, a Section 401 water quality certification applica

te be submitted to RWQCB. In addition, any impacts to ripari
submission of a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement to CDFG.

n habitat

Under Section 30233 of the California Coastal Act, the diking, filiin?, or dredg

waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes may be permitted by the Cali

ion would still need
would require the

ing of open coastal

ornia Coagtal Commission for

incidental public service projects, which includes burying pipes. However, portipns of the potential

wetland areas meet the definition of both wetiand habitat and rip
Sonoma County Local Coastal Program (LCP 2001). Wetland habit
boundary between hydophytic and xerophytic vegetation cover, and
soils. Riparian habitat is defined by the LCP as areas where rip

occupy 50 percent of the vegetation cover over freshwater bodieg.

areas may require a Coastal Development Permit.

10

Arian habit
bt is define
pbetween hy
arian tree
Therefo

Applican

at described in the
d by the LCP as the
dric and non-hydric
and shrub species
'e, impact to these
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If complete avoidance of the potentially jurisdictional wetland is not feasible, the following permits
may be required prior {o project initiation:

. Coastal Development Permit (at the discretion of the lead agency)
. COE 404 Nationwide Permit #12

. RWQCB 401 Water Quality Certification

. CDFG 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement

With the implementation of appropriate avoidance and minimization measures, no project-related
impacts to potentially jurisdictional wetland features are anticipated. To offset the potential for
significant impacts to sensitive biotogical communities described below to a less than significant
level, the following avoidance and minimization measures are recommended: '

Potential Impact 1: The project would potentially result in a temporary direct impact to lands within
100 feet of wetland and riparian vegetation in order to install a pipeline befween the proposed well
and the existing water line at Bay Flat Road. Construction wouid occur within existing roadways,
however the impact may result by accidental filling or sediment runcff from erosion.

Mitigation Measure 1: Best management practices (BMPs}) should be implemented during
project construction to prevent accidental filing and/or erosion and sedimentation. BMPs
include, but are not limited to: installation of construction fencing along the project
boundaries in areas within 100 feet of a wetland to clearly mark the work area and prevent
work outside of the construction area. In addition, silt fencing should be instalied along the
project boundary only if rain is forecast within 10 days of construction activities that wouid
occur within 100 feet of a wetland.

Potential Impact 2: Weil pumping would result in reducing fresh water outflow from the dune field
into northern rail pond and adversely affect the plant community by increasing salinity, thus
changing the plant community from a mostly fresh water dominated plant community to a brackish-
saline plant community,

Reports prepared by Todd Engineers (2008 and 2010) and Brelje & Race Engineers (2010) were
reviewed regarding potential impacts to the northern rail pond from well pumping. The reports each
conclude that the amount of fresh water removed by well pumping in relationship to the amount
fiowing through the aquifer system was not significant and would not significantly change the
existing fresh water-saline balance of the northern rail pond. We agree with those conclusions.
in order for a significant change in salinity to occur, well pumping would need to reduce the amount
of ground water outflow so that fresh water seepage ceases. The degree of pumping needed to
create this condition would have to be constant to cause a change in vegetation community types.
Once pumping ceased the dune well field would quickly recharge and fresh water influence would
once again return. Continuous pumping is not anticipated and, as explained in the Todd reports,
there is sufficient water in the aquifer to allow continued flows to the rail pond under proposed
pumping rates. Therefore, any potential impacts to the existing plant community from the amount
of well pumping that is described for the project will be less than significant and no mitigation is
needed.

11
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5.2 Potentially Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measu

Species

Because the Project Area does not have a moderate or high po
species to occur, there are no significant impacts to these species|.
53 Potentially Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measur
Species

for Speg

les for Special Status Plant

ential for special status plant

ial Status Wildlife

Two special status wildlife species have potential to occur in the Project Area: Rufous Hummingbird

and monarch butterfly. A number of common avian species, such as the C
have potential to nest within the natural and ornamental vegetatio

lifornia Quail, also

located in pnd adjacent to the

Project Area. Most non special status songbirds and raptors are protected unddr the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act {(MBTA). Additionally, the MBTA prevents the destructign or disturbance of the nest of

most songbirds and raptors.

impacts to these nests are also considered significant under the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Special status avian species are gften afforded more

protection under state and federal law than common species ar

under the MBTA. With the

implementation of mitigation measures described below, no canstruction-felated |mpacts to

common or special status wildlife species are expected.

The mature trees in and adjacent to the Project Area may provide winter r
monarch butterfly. The monarch is a Special Status Invertebrate {SSI) who
afforded protection by the California Department of Fish and Gameé.

To offset the potential for significant impacts to special status
significant level, the following avoidance and minimization measurés are reco

Potential Impact 3: Noise and vibration resulting from drilling, tren¢hing and/g
and removal of vegetation may result in direct mortality, disturbancejorresultin
to avian species that may nest within or adjacent to the Project Arga.

Mitigation Measure 3: When feasible, construction activities and v
should be conducted between September 1 and January 31 which is
breeding season. If work must be conducted during the
through August 31), then a pre-construction survey for nesting birds sk
by a qualified biologist within 2 weeks of the onset of activitigs in and w,
Project Area. If an active nestis found, a minimum 50-foot e
upon species) should be placed around the active nest until
nest has been naturally predated or abandoned.

all young

Potential Impact 4: Noise and vibration resulting from drilling, trenq
and removal of vegetation may result in disturbance or roost abandpbnment to
that may roost over winter within or adjacent to the Project Area.

Mitigation Measure 4: When feasible, construction activities and
should be conducted between April 1 through Septembgr 30 which
monarch over wintering period. If work must be conducted during th

thing and/gr

st habitat for the
e winter roosts are

ildlife species to a less than

mmended:

r staging activities,

egetation removal
outside of the bird
pason (February 1
ould be performed
thin 100 feet of the

kclusion buffer (but dependent -

ave fledged, or the

staging activities,
nonarch butterflies

egetation rem‘oval
is outside of the
e wintering period

{October 1 through March 31), then a pre-construction suryey for morjarch roosts should
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be performed by a qualiﬁed biologist within 2 weeks of the onset of activities in and within
100 feet of the Project Area. If an active roost is found, an exclusion buffer should be
placed around the roost tree at the discretion of a qualified biologist.

Therefore, the recommended work window to avoid potential impacts to nesting avian species and
over wintering monarchs is the month of September.
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APPENDIX B

POTENTIAL FOR SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES TO OCCUR IN THE
PROJECT AREA

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 23 of 48



1ajem salinbay
‘syjow uo Auewud spaad $881)

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 24 of 48

. 10 sheains Jayyny oN

gb.ie| o) wnipsw jo abejoy asuap
ui sysooy -Buipea) 4oy sefipe

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

‘pPepUS LW LUODSa] Al jelqey o sesale Uado pue JaAoo Alloud

S8INSETLL 8IUBPIOAR ‘ealy 199o1g 9y} UjJuasard alB 10§ S8} O] SSIDOE LPM 'SDIBSOW winipey $naJaud sninise’]
~ 566 e o6 B Tt - =t - ‘.-‘o 0 ulha szﬂg «‘qmmﬂLnCI

‘515001 JyBiu

pue Aep juenodw ale sbeus

aBiej pue saulw 'sBup|ng

"Baly 1o8lolg ay) ufjuasaud ase ‘saA0db ejonbas/poompar

‘papuaLW Lodal BIE SOJS 1500l |BUS10d OU JBASMOY  PUB }$8J0) SNONPI2ap-SNoJaiudD Ajaoud

$8INSESW S0UBPIOAR ‘ealy 19al0id ay) Jo AjUISIA paxiw Buipnjoul sjenqey ybiy sapouesAy} siolW
10 SABAINS 18lN) ON ayy u Aew sBeug -Aleditun . - JO A1SLIBA 3piM B JIIMm PAJBIDOSSY O MEM snoAp pabuny

‘8OUBGINISIP UBWINY

WOy} 884} $8)IS BINOBLISAIY

pue ‘Ajulaiew ‘Bupscol

‘1e1qey sjeudoldde paapN "sauiwl

Buysool se 8zy3n o] sepads PUE S3AED M PBIRIDOSSE

‘papUAWIWIODA] B1E 51y} 404 eady 1o8{01d Byl uiyum Aybry s1soo0l Ae(] "S8NS JI1Sa LW
S2INSESW AJUEBPIOAE juaseid jou sie sBuiping pue U UOLLLWOD JSOW Jng $}egEY Hpuasumo) snujysoudion
SauUILL 'S3ABD a|qeuns “Ajasun 10 AlapieA apim B Ul S8AIT I8S leg paiea-6ig s,puasumoy
sjewwepy

JINIHHNIDO0

SNOILVONIWWOO3H d0d IVILNILOd 1vlilgvH «SNLV1S §£3103dS

(0661 '|e ¥9 J9u97 ‘v66| seAey pue sbBuuusr) suoneaygnd pue
§151| 540D 1aylo J0 malaal e pue sajbueipenb g2 gogn Buipunouins Al pue peay eBapog syl Jo yoreas Alojusal| 91U0N29I3 (S4ND) Alelnog
lUe|d SANEN BILIOHIED PUE 'SISIT $3109dS (SMASN) 291A18S a|pil M PUB 4si4 "§'N (6002) @seqgeieq Ausianq (/iMEN (D40} sWeD pue ysid Jo
jusiedagg eluioljeD ey) woyy paidwod 1817 "ealy 108faid ay) Ut ind3Q 0] s8199dg B4|PIIM PUB 1UB|4 SMiElS je1Dadg Joy |ejusjod g Xipuaddy



‘papuswWwodal ale
$OINSEaLW S3UBDIOAR
10 sAsAins Jayuny oN

‘papuaWWwonal aie
$8INSEDW SoUBRDIOAE
10 sAaains Jayny oN

‘PapUaWILIONId) SlB
§8INSE3W SIUBPIOAR
10 sAaAINS Jayuny oN

Juasald 10U S) JBelgeY
ssesb young ‘jenuajoq oN

‘luasaid

sl 4y sejbnog oN "esly joaloiy
3y} ul juasaid jou 1B SPOOMpPIBY
8|qelNS '|enualdd ON

‘Baly

108loig 8y} uljussald aue saus
15001 |BUS10d OU JBASMOY ‘EalYy
198fold auy jo AltuIoia syy u Aew
sBeus pue saiirea 9al] “Ajl@yljun

181UIMm

ul smoung ‘uonezabaa Japun
puncib uo s1sau AsselB spiing
TUB8NE} HNJ) PUB 108Ul BLWIOS
yiim spaas sselb Ajuiew sieg
TUO{IEPUNU] SNONURUOD W) 34ES
Seale ul sakay julod Jo spuejdn
ay} uo sayssew sselb young

‘gonuds

Jo yoo|wsy 4y puelb Jo sa|pasu
a)el A|jeuoIsEs00 Iy "S3|pasu
41} se|BnoQ uo AjpAalsnioxs
jsowle spas4 ‘S18al0)
13JIUCI-POOMPIEY SUBILO LW pUE
poompad ‘1) seibnoq U] sin2a0
‘AJUno) ewWouDg 0} taplog
uoBaiQ wol jjaq Boyiseon yuoN

'sajts Bunsood jo soueqinisip

0] aAlisuas AIsp "salnjeladwo)
ybiy wouy s1Eq 10801d 1SNW
s1sooy ‘sBuiddoioyno suoispues
Ulynim saaed pue sdoraino
Axsos 'sBuipping youes pjo
apNjoUL $8)IS 1S00Y “S|BUUBYD
1aAll Buoje sabeso) ‘seale

uado up UEWIWOD JSO 'S1S8l0}
pue 'spue|poom ‘spue|gniys
‘spue|sselb 'spasap ul puno4

sMiBlo sMpejouy sndez
JS8S asno Buidwnp sakay U0y

owod snuwroquy
0SS 8|0 83J] BEWOUOS

snpyed snozonuy
2SS ied Pliied

SNOILYONIWWO0D3Y

AINIHAND20
H0d TVILN3LOd

1v1iavH

+SNIVLS $3123dS

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
) Page 25 of 48



‘glulojl|eD ul pasiq o)
pajuUsLLINIop jouU §1 $810ads 51y |
‘381040 uoneindod ydiowaobBej

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 26 of 48

‘galy
198l04d 8y} Ul 1n320 0} A|ayijun

mo|joj Ae Wl spusal} uoljgindod
‘821W pue s|eddinbs punolb
‘sydiowofe| uo shaid saloads
syl ‘sieuqey Jadiun(-uoAuld jo

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

‘pPOpUaWLWIODa) BB
S3.4NSEBLL BOUBPICAR
10 sAaAdns 1ayuny oN

‘papuaWLIOsas aue
S3INSEaL B0UBDPIOAR
1o sA3AINS 1ayuny oN

‘pepuawwooel aie
S8INSE3 L 9JUEPIOAE
10 shaalns Jayynj oN

ST T8O CUONE B9IY Ta210Td
ayj jo pus ulsypou ayj e jejqey
puejsselh |etapni ay) ul ebeloy
ABW saizads syl CA8ynun

‘JUBWSSaSSE

a)ps ay) Buunp psaiasqo

alam smoiing oN "Ealy jo8foid
ay} ulyim jussaud Jou alie S|I0%
ajgeuy uado a|qeyng “K@yNUN

"gouasald apnjoaid Afaxl
$a0uapIsal Aqiesn “ARNIUN

SIDT PUE SAS[ER CUTpUNoIIns
§]|1Yy100} MO] ‘qnias 1kasap ‘sie|
ysnigabes 'spue|ssesf uado
juanbayy symeH snousbniiay

'sjuapod Bumowung uo sAaid

* -puncib pajeARNoUN ‘usdo

pUE SIOS 9|qEL) Selinbay ‘810
BIGEBI Y)IM 'SIENGRL SNoaoeqiay
pue 35510} ‘gniys Jsow Jo sebiels
usdo ISLP Ul JUBPUNGE }SO W

‘1eHqey uenedu

10 sBaJIE A¥00J ylIm Uoe|00Sse
850[0 Ul pUB|QNIYS PUE 1S310§
10 2INJXILW B YPM pIIEIDDSSE
s1 pue snoloaiuies Ajuewpd
‘feuinioou s satoads siy|
"BIUIOJI|ED) UIBISEDYUMOU pui
ABjleA |BHUSD BY) JO suollod
2WO0S Wol) Jussqe ‘elusojjen
40 1sow jnoybnoiyy paynguisip
Ajapim s1180 panel-buiy syl

SNOILYAONIWWOOI3Y

FONIHHNDII0
H04d 1YILN310d

1v1igvH

TM9da sjyebas oapng
‘004 ymeH snouibnugo
spaig

snxej} e8pIXe}

088 1abpeg ueouaswy
$NJNJSE SNosuesseqg

dd 18D pajie-bury
»SNLVLS §3103d8




‘papuawwoeas ae
SAINSEaW SDUBPIOAR
10 sAsains Jayunj oN

‘papuswwonal ale
S8INSESW 80UBDIOAE
10 sAaains Jayyny oN

‘papuswwooal ale
SAINSESs W a0UBDIOAR
10 sheains 1aypun) oN

"papUBWILIOIAl BlE
SOINSEAW 33UBP|OAR
1O SAaAIns Jaylny oN

‘Juasauid sijeuqey
Bunsau ajgeyuns oN “Alayiun

‘waly 129{oid ay; ui uasaid aie
Bunsau 104 8)QEUNS $9a1) YMOIB
-pjo 'sbie| oN ‘lenuajod oN

‘ealy 108fold

ay} w Bunsau sapnjoald Ay
Juawdojaaap Aqueau ing ‘eoly
198(oud ay) Jo ylou pejedo| jeNqEY
pue|sselb |eiapni ayy u) abelg|
Aew sapads siyl CAlaynun

BOIY

108(oid ayy Jo yilou paiedol iglgey
puejsself |Blapnl ay} u abeloy
Aew sajoads siy| ‘juswdojanaap
|ejuapisad 0} Aywrxosd o enp
ealy 198{0id ay} uiyum juasaid
sl)engey Bugsau oN “Leyiun

‘S810YS URSI0

pue spue|ysield 0y usas ‘pjaye
Jey safeiod "sjuo uo pajeao)
s3)ls Buipsalg Ay 10 jeasg)
rsyya ‘urena) uado ‘Aip sugeyul

181UIM U Aljeun Wwwoo

s)500y ‘auid esouapuod

10} 8auslelald e smoyg
‘yiomyauelq uasdo yim sal] aal
jueulwop Jo ‘ymoib-pjo ‘abie|
Ul S]S8N “JBJEM JO 3|IW | UIYlIMm
pale20| aJe §]SauU IS0 ‘sayodiad
Jaylo 4o sBeus jusaelpe pue
ysjj juepunge ypm siaau Buimoy)
-84} o ‘18)eMm JO S5tpoq abie|
salinbay -Buwsjuim pue Bupsau
4yioqg 1oy siaald pue ‘suibiew
a)e| ‘saloys ueado sjuanbaig

‘suelgiydwe pue ‘saydal
's}08s5U] ‘SpdiIg |BUOISBA30

pue SjEWWeLW [eulnip [BWS
uo shald ‘SPUB|MO| AB||EA pue
|e1sEe00 O JusapIsal Buol-lea

SYUS

Hasap i|ey|e ul Ina00 os|e Aep
'SBaJe Jam Ul $YI11S [0 punow
abie| e Jo 1ung 1sau (abps yslew
1e Ajjensn ‘ucneyefan Aqgniys

ul punodb uo s1saN “saysiew
1alemysal) puB J|es |BISEOD LM
uoleraosse ut Ajjensn ‘sjelgey
puejsselb u) sabelo) pue sjsapN

IM04d
elel:

d42
‘3s ‘a4

d43

088

SNUBYXSLU 0B

Logje 4 SliEld

snjeydao0ana) SNjOoBHEL

ajfe3 pjeg

sninanaf snuel3
aly paller-aliy M

snauedd snann
J8llBH WayloN

SNOILYONIWWOI3Y

JONIHHNDD0
H04 IVILNILOd

1v1l1gvH

+SNLVYLS

$31034dS

Exhibit 8
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 27 of 48



‘pPapuawWwwogs) ale
$8INSEal S0UBPIOAR

‘ealy Jalold 8yl uiypm juasaid
aJe S{0S 3Jqel) YIIm 581aeaq

‘Bupsau

10} sH0S 8|qeiy 10 Aj|aaelb
‘Apues salinbay ‘saye| |eye
abiel Jo saloys pue saarg| puod
JIBS 'S8yaeaq ApUBS Uo puno
‘uolendod |B1SEOD 21498

dM “008

snsoAlu
SNULIPUBXSIE STHIPBIRYD

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 28 of 48

10 sfaains Jaypny oN

usdo ‘1e|} o "iBI}Ud10d ON

auy 0] Ajuo saljdde Bunsi |etepe4

"‘ABg 02S|9UBI4 UBG LPNOS Uj
suone|ndod 1s26ie7 ‘paamayoid
pLE, nnm.m.::..g }0 _:>>D:.....

‘085 "14

18A0|d AMOUSG UIS1S3 AA

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

‘PAPUSWILLICOSE) BB
S8INSESW BIUBPIOAE
10 sA3AINg Jaylny oN

‘papuswWWondl ale
$8INSELW S0UBP|OAE
10 sAsAIns Jayun) oN

‘pBpUSLWIWODA) Ble
$3INSE3 Ul SIUEBPIOAE
4o shaains layuny opN

‘Baly 198(old sy Ul Jussald s
1E3IGBY §{qelNs ON ‘jenualod ON

‘Bady 108(01d eyl ui jueseld si
lejqey sjgejins oN ‘jepuslod oN

‘Jussaud sl 1E1qEY
Bunssau s|geyns oN “Al@yyun

JUBpUNQgE YliMm POIBIDOSSY
‘Bunsau Jo) uonelalaa

-asusp pue ‘Buibeio] 104 siejy
pnuw pue sybno|s jepi salinbay
‘Aienis3 Aeg oodsidueid UBS

8y} JO SAYSIBW [BPY Ul judpisay

‘UoljeAas|a

MOl 1B ||B ‘'S8ysiew ysiyariq pue
Jelem-ysal) ul Os|e ‘paamajyxd
01 umolb Ajaeay ysiew jeS |BPN
U1 8in22¢ 'sAeq Jabig| Buitaplog
saysiew-1es syqeyul AjUIB)

‘9IS
usado ue u afpa| Jo uoissaudap
e uo sdeJos B JO 8]SISUOD JSaN
‘'S81NJoNsAs apew-uBwny ‘osje

Spunow ‘ssunp 'syueq sy
Uo Z181EM 13YJ0 10 'SI3All ‘S B}
‘Spuejlem l1eaU S1$8N "SBloys
UEs800 pue spuBlySIELW 0) UBAS
‘playe Jey sabelog A1y o 19AS}
laypa ‘uielay uado ‘AIp siajaid

dd42
‘35 ‘34

d49
‘008 °Ls

d42 '904d
‘35 'gd

smajosqo suysonbuol smjey

ey reddern elwioeD

SAADIUINOD
sisuaoig el snyeiaje]
HEY %IE|g BILIOHIED

wmeue snuitbeiad ooje
uodje4 sunbaled uesusWwy

SNOILVANTIWKO DTN

FONIHUNIO0
H04 TYiLNILOd

1vlldvH

+SNLYLS

$3103d8




‘pOpUAWWOIS] ale
SOINSESW S0UBPIOAE
10 sABAINS 18YHN) ON

‘papuUs W00l Bie
SOUNSES W BIUBRIOAR
10 sABAIns J8yln) ON

‘pepUaWILIONDD) Ble
SOINSESLW SOUBPIOAE
10 SA8AINS 18Yling ON

‘PEpUsWWOOB] BIE
S2INSES LU 30UBPIOAR
10 SA3AINS Jayliny ON

‘JUSLISSBSSE B)S
ay) Buunp paaiasqo sem 1gligey
Buimoiing a|geyns oN “Alayijun

"goueqInIsIp

UBLUNL 0} dARISUSE S| pue Bunssu
10} saAeD abie| yum saal]

i1e1 saunnbar Ajeo)dA) saioads sy}
‘easy j99(0ld ayy uuasaid jou s
renqgey Gunsau |eotdAL Alayljun

‘BAlY
128foug 2y} ui Jussaid s| jelqey
Buijsau a|qeyns ON ‘|ejualod oN

‘Baly
108folg auyy Ul juesaud sl 1BNgRY
Bullssu 2|qBUNS ON “|EI3UAI0d ON

‘(innbs

punolb erulojen sy} ‘Ajgejou
1sow 'sjewwew Buimosing uodn
Japuadap '191s5U UBDUELIAIgNG
‘uoneafison BupmoiB-moy

AQ pazZISoBIBYD SPUR|QNIDS
pue suesap 'spue|ssesb
|eiuualad Jo |enuue Asp ‘uadQ

‘Buipaalq 10) saidBew 10 'symey
‘SM040 O $1S2U P|o JO adussaud
3yl pue asiw jo sAlldNPoId pue

uado juaselpe alinbey "s2siN0D

weans Buysjjeied yeo aaj

10 S}/ 'OS|E !SPOOMUDLI0D pPUB
sMO||im J|B) 0] umolbB spuejwonog
ueledu pgeyu) simo pases-6uon)

-adelsb ppim

10 'sajpau ‘Auieqyoe|q jo A1ols
18MO] YIIm 'SpoOOMUOHO2 UM
PaxILW Usljo ‘Mojim Jo sajbun(
ueledl Ul S1S8N SWaSAS
1aal 1aBie| Jo swolcg-poo|)
remo| ‘peolqg Buole 1smsau
153404 ueledl B 2IE SO0XIN)

's8d0|S puUE|S

Asseib 10 S0 pPUBIS! UO ‘Mmollng
UED SRJIg Uk YdIym ojul Yypes

Jo pos aanbay "spD puellIB W
(AjoJel) 40 'S}8|SI ‘SpUB|s] UQ
1seod ay} Buoje 1sau Aayy “spiq
ueaoo-uado ale sulynd payny

eabndAy euiernofung auayly

SNOILYAONTFWWOD3H

FINIFUHNII0
H0d TYILN3L0d

lvlligavH

78S ‘004g 1m0 Buimoling uisisa py
SMC OISy

J88 MmO paltes-Guon
SHBILBDINNO

004 snuganawe snZ 9007
‘35 ‘04 OONANY) PA|IG-MT||B A UIDISS M
BJB Y10 BInDIa)Bl o

J88 und pesyn |
«SNLVYLS $3103dS

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 29 of 48



‘POPUSWUINDS) BiE

‘8}58J0) JBHUOD

uado u| Aisggniys auejuow uj
sisau os)y ‘BuiBelo) pue Bupsau
10} 519pje pUE S2I0WEIAS
‘susdse 'spooMUC]Io0

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 30 of 48

$8INSEaW S2ULP|IOAR
10 sAsAIns Jayyn) oN

‘BaJy Jaslold auj ui uasatd 10U §)
1engey Bunsau teoidAl -Ajaqyun

‘SMOj|Im S1a)ald 'suoleldosse
jue|d uenedi sjuanbaly

‘ueado

e smalq eiysarad Bojoipud

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

S-SR bl : 16
g Ay ﬂﬂ#% +

‘papuawWodsl aue
S9INSES8 W 8OUBRPIOAR
i0 sAaains J1ayyny oN

‘papuswwonal ale
S@INSealW S3UBPIOAR
Jo SAaains Jayuny oN

. "MOPUIM YoM
1o sAaains puig Buipasalq
uonanisuodald

‘Baly 128l0d4 2y} uyum juasald
1ou s| saoads siy} 10} 1BUQRY
Bunseu ejgeung -|lenuajog oN

"AHudlA |RIBUBE BY)

Ul inooo Aew samads sy ealy
108f01d ayy ul juasaid st 1BlgRyY
llepis1em 1o 4110 ON ‘jeijuajod oN

"80Inos JEJ08U 3jqelnsS
e apiaotd Aew pooysoqyBbiau
|BHUSPISA: By} Ul uonelabaa
|BJUBWELUIQ "BalY 103[0tg

ayj uljuasaid si1ienqey Bunsau
2|geung °|ei3ualod ajeiapop

leau s|los Apues pain)xa}-auly
10 palnjxal-aulj Yim spueq pue
S41[0 |edilaA Yim seale ueledu
Ul 18)S3U |BIUCIOD "BILLIOJ|ED
uia}sam Ul SIENIGEY PUBIMO|
Jsyjo pue uepedy ujuelBiy

‘Ajapim sebeloy ‘ns

SA0QE SYN|Q-BaS pLEe SUCAUBRD
deap ul s||eusiem o} juaselpe
10 pulyaq S$}Ho Uo SatUojod
lBWS U} spaslg "Sulejuno@y
OJUIDBf UES pUB ouipleulsg
ues !epeAaN BLISIS UIBYINOS
pue |eijuad AJUnoD Aataiuopy
puUe Zni7) BlUBS JO }|aq |BISEOD

‘siemoy} Bujonpoad-1ejoeu

Ul 4oH S1ENdeY SIoAES

"S19)U00 puUR 'sqniys ‘sa|buel
Alteq ur s1seN AJunod BWOLOS
Wayjnos o3 Japlog uolalp

uoJ) B2JR [BISEOD }Samyllou

J0 SUOZ 9| UOJJSURI Ul Spaalg

SNOILYONIWWOI3H

JINITHENDIIO0
H0d IVILN3ILOd

1v1igavH

J88 l8|qie p MOJB A
Buedy BuBt Y

18 MOJ|EMS uEg
Jabiu saprojesdAy

088’008 HMS yoB(g
snini shioydse(ss

004 pligBuiuwiny snoiny
+SNLVLS $3123dS




Exhibit 8

‘pepuawWwWooal ale
S2INSEalUl 83UBPIOAR
Jo sAeains layyuny oy

‘pPOPUILWILWIODS) Be
S2INSESW SJUEPIOAR
10 sABAINS Jayuny oN

‘papUBWWODaS ale
58INSEA W 30UEPIOAR
10 SABAINS JaYyuN) ON

‘pPapuswwooal ale
SAINSEa W S0UBPIOAR
10 shaams dayuni oN

'Baly 108(oiy
3} Jeau 1o U Blqe|IBAR 0U S|
lelqey oljenbe g|geiing Alayiun

‘ealy 1a3loly
ay) fedU Jo U |qBjlEAR JOU SI
jeyqey onenbe ajqeunsg “L@ypun

‘ealy 109(oly
3y} ut Jussald jou s1jeyqey
funsau |eotdA| "|ERURlOd ON

‘Baly Jo8lold 8y ui Juasald jou 5|
1enqey Bupsau teoidA] ~Kajiun

lelgey uoneAlzsa 0]

S58098 gABY 18NN Juawdolaaap
|eade| 1o} 1slem Juauewiad

J0 SY28am 0Z 0} L | saHnbay
‘uogjelsbisa ueuedl Jusbiawa

10 AQQniys ‘esuap Ypim Ja1em
doap 10 $921n08 Juduewaad
JEBU 10 U S}|iY100) pue Spuemo]

J21EM WOL) 1919 WO|Y

0 01 dn punoj ag Aew says
syjsaN "says Buiyseq salinbay
‘sjelqgey jo AlalieA apim

e U Jglem Juauewiad Apeau
10 Juaueuuad )M PBIBIDOSSY

-AUOI0a gy} JO S19}3WOlY M8}

B ulyym Asad 10asu; Y)m eale
Buibeioy pue ‘alesisqns Bulsau
peajoslold ‘Jsjem uado sannbay
‘elUJOjiED) O] dlWapuad Alable]
‘ANuLolA pue ABjiBA [BIIUSD

uy snoJawnu }scWw ‘salnads
|eruojoa ApyBiy (Auojoo Bunsapn)

‘puncub

30193} 0 WYyumisau pue abeloy
tadeib pum ‘Allagyoe|q ‘mojim
jo Bunsisuoa ‘uenedu asuap
‘MOJ Ul B}SAN '$95/N0DI91EM JBAU
sa|buel AYsniq Jayjo puB MmojjIm
jo s1a)01y) ueleduy syqeyu|
‘lugpisad zawwns (Bulisap)

dyd © nuovidelp euey
'18S 1L4 Bou4 pabbel-pay elutoyen

gjesowiew sfwauoy

SNOILVANZWHNOO3Y

JONIHHND20
HOd TVILNILOd

1V1iidvH

dH4 '08S BNl puod UIa)sa p
suelqiydwy pue sajiday

dy 1070044 srieleby
‘085008 pJqyoetg palojool |
SUBHA B148]9)

28§ JeYD paisSEalq-mo|a)
«SNLlVLS 53153ds

Page 31 of 48

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment



"sjaas| uabAxo ybiy pue isjem
jueubeys jou 1nq ||13S Aley pasu
Aay)] ‘seyoead WESNS 19MO| PUBE
suoobe| mojieys ul punod "Ieaiy

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 32 of 48

‘PapuUBsWIWODs] 3l
S8INSESLW 8OUBP|OAR
1o sAaaIns Jayuny oN

‘Baly 1280l By}
JE8U 10 U] 9jge||BAR JOU SI 1BHIQEY
onenbe s|gelng -juasald JoN

YHWS 9y} JO yInow sy} 0} Aiunoy
ofaig ueg 'uoobe] epuoipay
enby wou} 15800 BIUIOH[ED BY]
Buoje sielqey i1a1em ysnoelg

tAragmau snigoBopadang

088 '34 Aqo9 Jslemapll

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

'pPapusw Wosal ale
S8InsSeaw adueploAe
J0 SABAINS Jaylin) oN

‘papUaWLWODEL BIE
S8INSE3LW SOUEPIOAR
10 8AaAINS Jayuny oN

‘eaay oalold syl
JE8U 40 Ui 9|E[IBAE JOU S 1ENJRY
onenbe sjqeling "juasald JoN

‘ealy yalold
al} JESU 10 Ul 9|JEIEAE JOU S}
yepqey onenbe sigenng ~A@y1un

"uUBal0o
sy} 0} weansumop Guneibiw
840)aQ sieaA 8I0LW 10 | 10}

19}BM USaJ} Ul UIBWSS S3IUsANT
‘swealis peleuabixo-|lom

‘1e8|0 ‘|002 Ul umeds 0} wealysdn
" sjeabiw synpy ‘suiseg

Aeg ojqed Uueg pue oasiouel
ueg Ul os)y ‘18apy oieled

pue yaai19 janbog 0} yinos

JaAIY UBISSNY By} Wolf SIN3IG

'g8)elgellaAUl [B11SS.19)
pue oienbe yioq uo spasd
‘s1soydiowelsl uielle 0] SYaam
Gl Jse8|1e spasN Buike|-66o
104 81BSQNS pazIs-8|qqoa
8Os }5B9} 1E salinbal

‘8)BNSONS AYD0J B YyiMm S3)y)l pue

Swesss mojjeys ‘pepeys-Ajped
s13jeld ‘SiBlgeY JO Alollea B u|
SLWIeans AYDol 1BaU 40 Ul punod

sSINALL SNYauAYIo3UQ
Ns33se0d

S4WN ‘L4 BILIOHED [BHURD - PEBY|S8]S

seysiy

mAog eusy
088 Bos4 pabbsj-molia A (lI4i00d

SNOILYONIWAO O3

FINIHHUNIOO
H0Od TVILNILOd

1vlilgvH

SNLVLS §3103dS




‘sp0ads
SIY} 10} PIPUSWLINISS
ale SUONOE JaYUN) ON

‘pPepUsWWOIal Bl
SOINSEAW 3oUEplOAR
10 SABAIns Jayung ON

‘sAaAINns
uononisuooald
10 MOPUIM IO M

‘papuUsWIWECOS) Ble
S8UNSES W 2JUBP|OAE
10 sAsAINS Jayuny oN

Jenqey
aunp |BISROO UIBIUOD 10U S80p
esly 108fold oyl “|enuelod oN

‘syisia a)is Buunp
Baly 108014 auj ui paalasqo
jou jue|dpoo) (eale| Juasaid
toujeyqey |eaidAl -Alayun

‘Jussaud siellgey

15004 ajaqeung ‘punciBdwen
saung ebepog sinooo 1s00!
UMOLY ¥ "|EIjud}Ood jBlapo

"By 108loud ey} u) jussaid jou
sl iejqey 9[qelUnS "juasald JoN

‘silalaw
0i-0 ‘obBues uoneas|y Jaqolo0
~3UN[ ISWOO[F "S8unp |eyseon

"BOUNPE BIOIA

aq o} wybnoyy Jue|dpooy jeate]
‘Ajuno?) oajg ueg |e1seon
wody peredixa ‘ensuiuad
sakay Julod ay} jo s|lly/saunp
|eyseoa ‘ABBO) ay] 0} paloUisay

‘AQJeau sa82Jnos J19)em pue
Jejo8u yum ‘(ssaldAo Asisjuop
‘auld Aatsjuoy 'snidAjeona)
sancif el pajosjoid-puim

Ul paleoo] S1S00Y "0oIXa |
‘Bluloyl|ED) B[RE O} OUIDOpUay
Ul3ypou Woly 15e0a ay)

Buocje pusixa s2]IS 15001 13Ul A

J1e1EM Buiyonoy

S5UDUEI] AJEd| (18 W WNG "S}00)
pesodxa yum syueq inoiapun
19IUIAA TMOH WEBANS Ulew WO
Aeme sjood mojleyg “Aaeay o1
gjeJapow S| 48A00 uepedy alaym
swealls Jualpelb mo| ‘uoneasie
MO| Ul PUNOH "S&iUN0I BWOUOS
pue ‘edeN ‘uidey o1 clwapug

BIOJjIARIG
‘IBA BIBJfOGLUIN BIUOIGY

SNOILVONIWWOD3Y

JONIHANDDO
d0d TVILN3LlOd

1vligvH

g1l 1817 euaqJaa pues juid
sjueld

apouA suaiaz elrafads

1SS ‘34 Aysanng 10dsiaA)Is 5,504
snddixejd sneueq

1SS Aljienng yaleuow
dd ‘ISS Bayioed SLUBIUAS
‘ag ‘34 dwiiys 181Emysal) BiLIopE D
CEMCTLESVE FATH

*SNIVLS $310348

Exhibit 8
A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 33 of 48



‘saioads
SIU] 40} POPUS WLIODSY
aie SUOIDE Jayun) N

‘USIA OIS
ey} Buunp pealesqo alam sapads
© s0jAydelsojoly ou ‘Ajeuocnippy

Bljigey jededeys puejul 1o
pe1sedo) puejdn uleiueo jJou sap
esly }a8folqd sy ‘jenualod oN

uasad

‘sisjal ppe-g/ ‘ebuel uoileas|3
udy-Alenigs4 sWoold
..m_._:_._mn:mm uo usyo ‘|esedeyd
pue i1seloj pueldn pajea|peolg

teyeq
‘dss uayeq soidydeisojoly

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 34 of 48

‘sapnads

10U S| 1B}IQBY PUBPOOM pUB
qnios 'Ajeudlippy 'SQJ0] SAISBAL)
pue sasselb |enuue AQ peIEUILIOP

pue Ajenb mof jo st jepgey ey}

“siojeW
006-¢ 'ebueli uoneasjg -sung
-yolew :swoo|g -pue|sselb

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

SIU} 10} papua W Wwoas]
ale SUC[ae Jayun) oN

‘sajnads
S|y}l 104 pepuUsWWooal
9JE SUDROE 1aUiin) ON

‘sa|nads
SIU} 10} papuUsLULLIODEI
ale suonoe saylny oN

‘$810ads
'SIU} 10} PAPUSWILIODSI
SJB SUDNOE 18YKN} aN

‘saads
SIYY JO} papuswiwoosl
2Je SUoi}o. Jayun} oN

‘salls Asselb uado suieluOD BBlY
108foud sy ybnouyy -Aleyyun

‘1Blqey |eliedeys jouaiul
10 'pUB|POOM ‘PB}S8I0) UIBIUOD JOU
sa0p ealy 108lolg syl “Aleyun

‘s8)s ysiew usdo puejul woyy
UMOUY §32USIINIDO0 ISOW ‘JEpqeYy
qnios ueuedu SUIBIUDD BBIY
Apmg ey ybnoully A@iun

‘luasald Jou
8lB 9]BHEqNS auljuediss ‘DIUED|OA
PUE JBlIGBY PUE|POOM 'AlfEUDIIPPY

‘Ajllenb moy Jo ! lengey sy}
‘seale Asselb uado SUIBJUQD BAlY
1aloig ayy yBnoyyy ~Alayyun

‘1BNGey auiesd 1o ‘aunp ‘qnios
|E1SE0D JUSIDILNS UIBILOD JOU S30p
paly J1osfoig 9y ‘|epjuelogd ON

HIUI00] puE A3|[eA PUB ‘pUBIPOOM
BUBUOLISID *gnias Jniq |BISEOD

‘sieleaWw ooz

-0z :8buei uoneaa|3 Anr-udy
ISWOOY PUEIPOOM SUBIUOWISID
pue ‘|jessedeyo ‘sbujuado

15910 puejdn pajesipeoig

"si8la W ggg-g abues
uoneaslg CAnf-Aep iswoolg
‘qnaos uepedy pue ‘sduwems

PUB SaYSIELW J3JEMYSI

's19)eil 0OE-06 ebuel uoneaajy
‘sunp-Aefy iswoo|g -aujlusdias
UQ USYO [S|I0S JIUBD|0A

‘Aejo uo pue|sselb ([Iyjoo) pue
Aa|jeA 'pPUB|POOM BUBIUORUSID

"sJaiaw pg -5 'ebuel
uoneaalg Ainr-ABp tswoolg
“gureld |B1SR0D pue ‘'saunp
|EISEOD ‘Qnids JNiq |BISBO0D

SNOILYONTIWWOD3H

JONIHHENDD0
H04d vILN3ILOd

1lvll9vH

Al 18] ‘WS elIUBZUEL §J8)ed
SIIEUN] B OUIS Y

a1l 157 HIBUBIPPY PaI1aMOof-lued
sisuedeu

JBA BOIULIOMBD BYOIOLWUY

gl 187 oBiput asie) edeN
SISUBLUIOUOS

Jea syenbae sninaadoly

gL 1s17 34 sninoadeoje BWOUOS
wnueastouelf

BA aiensuiuad Wwniy

gl isn UCIUO UBIS|OUEBIH
1a1epse[q snsosby

a4 1s11 sselb juaq s,a2jepseld
#SN1VYLS $3123dS




Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

‘sa|0ads
SIY} +O} PAPUS LLILLOIAL
2Je sSUDNoe Jayun) oN

‘saicads
5|y} 4O} papuallLIoaal
8lB SUOIROB JOULNY ON

‘ggjoads
$14] Jo} papuawioaal
gle sUonIe 1ayun) oN

‘salbads
SIU3 10j papuUalieIsd
21E SUOLOB 134Ny ON

“Alunc D

ELoU0S ‘YSIBW UIMid O} pajolisal
Alybiy yslew uado woiy umouy
saloads siy) ‘(qnios uenedu)
1BIQEY PUEB{ISM SUIRILUCD BBly
1aloid auy ybnoyyy “Aexilun

"sa}is pa)salo)

SNOJBHUOD Wol) Ajtewisd umouy
s| so|128ds siy} ‘(qnios uenedu)
1elqElY puE|}aMm SUIBIUOD BalY
1osfoly ayl ybnoyyy “Kleyun

‘sa|oads syl jo aoussard
sapnioald Ajayy ealy 108l01d 8y
Ul (81B)15qNS) S0UBQINISIP O |8A8]
2y} ‘spuejsself sAapBU-UOU WO
umouy si sa10ads siyl ybnoyyy
‘JeNgEL QNIOS [BISEOD JO aunp
|BISEOD JUSIDYYYNS UIBJUOD JOU Sa0p
ealy jo8loid ay| "|enuajod mon

“1eiqey sureld
10 qNios |B}SEOD UIBIUOD J0U S20R
paly jaaloid 9y "|enuajod oN

SI818W 0

-g| :ebuel uoneas|g “Ainp-Aep
SWoojg sdurems pue saysiew
lajemysal) ‘'suay pue sbog

"slaja W

G0¥-1 :8buel uoneas|3 "1eqooQ
-aunp :SwWoojg ‘saNs dIsal

uo {18810} SNOISHUOD }SBOD
YuoN ‘sdwems pue saysiewl
iglemysal) 'sdoeoas pue smopeaLl
'suyeld |BI1SE0D '1S8104 SNOI9HUOD
auo02-paso)d 'sudj pue sfog

‘slatew ¢ L-0 | -ebuels UoneAag|a

lequeldag-Aep slWoojg "1s810)

SNOLgIU0D }SeO) YUON pue
'qnJas |BJSBOS 'SaUNp [BISED)

‘SJaldaw GyL-0 ) cebuels uonBAB|g
Judy-Adenigad 1swoojg
‘uoneyafian Buimosb-mo| yym
$3)Is Ui punoj AjjEoldA] ‘gnios
{E}SEOD puk aleld |B)se0D

g1 1817

SNOILVONIWNOO3IY

dINIHHUNDOI0
H0d IVILNIL10d

1vL1iavH

BpIgIE X818

‘35 '34 afipes ajym Bwouog
BOiUIOYIRD BinUBdW B

g1 18l [fageley dwems
BlOJIXES

‘dss pjeundind eifasAien

aL s Alo|B-Buiulow K4n|q |e1580 9
wmsnqod

leA UWinued ellisdsouusig

gl 1s17 48 ewJladsouua|q saAay luing
«SN1VY1S $3123dS

Page 35 of 48

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment



‘saloads

JejgeY qnios

EICTEN

Gi1Z-¢ :abues uoneasig (1snbny
S WNsWos) Anr-jlidy swoojg
"s]10S ApUBS Ul qnios |BISBOD

gjepidsna

4BA BlEpIdSNI AYIURELIOYT)

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 36 of 48

ST 10 POpuUswWoIgr [N PUE UNIJs TEJSEUD JOUS800

pOE BUTET] [ETSeUT Sounyy

ol
u-u::C:vﬂ- s

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

ale suoljoe Jayuni ON B8ty j08foid 8y] ‘|enusjod ON [E4SBOD ‘qQNIIS JN|g [B1SEOD g1 1519 Aeg oosjouelq ueg
"HSIA 8118
au; Buiinp paalasqo aiom s310ads  "siayow 0Ge-g2 (abues uojieal)g
snyjouBas oOU ‘Al[RUOIIPPY "ABN-AJenIqad (swoo|g
‘saads 1elqey ysalo) do ‘suelsd  puelsseld |1yjoo) pue As|lea pue snyaadiod
SIU] 10} papUSWILLOISL 'qnds {B}SBOD UIBJUOD JOU SB0p ‘gqnios |e1seos 'aiield jB)SEOS J1eA snsouorb snyouea )
ale SUOHIE 19Y})n) ON eBly Jasloid syl "|enuajod oN ‘1$810] SN01BJIUOT BUOI-PESO|D g1 1s11 SNYIOUESD UOISIA TN
‘sa|0ads ‘1B3IgRY YSleLw ‘'slalaw g-0 :obuel uopeasg sisusgploguiny
S|4} 10§ papUBLLLWIOIaI J|ES |BISEDD UIBILO0D JOLI S80p ‘1snbny-|lidy (swoo|g ‘sdwems ‘dss gnbique efeynsen
ale SUOIJOB Jayuny oN ealy 108fo1d ay] -|epuajod ON pUE S3YSIELW HES |EJSEDD dl 1si1 13A0[2-5,jM0 Aeg 1proquiny
‘si@19W pgz-g abuel uoneas|J
AINp 8udle wos 'aunp (swoojyg
‘§9)IS 21SaW U !sdwems
"s$3|09ds ‘1engey Ysiew 40 ‘auneld puUE SaysleL }ES |BISEOD
S{Y} 10} papusLUWooal ‘qnios [e}seo0s UIBjUOD 10U Saop pue 'sdasas pue smopesw siuojuifes xaig?)
8JE SUOIJOE 18y}inj oN ealy 10alo1g ayl -jenuajod oN ‘gnuos |elseod ‘aueld |Byseo) dl 1si1 abpas Buinanaq
"Baly
198lo4d 8y ul yuasaid jou S| youym
1800 Adoued uado Aaanejal yum ‘slajaw Ggzg-p ebued
Sa)iS PUEB(}aM 0} JISS W WL} UMOUY uonesa|g ‘laquaideg-fep
‘go|oads s| sa19ads siyy '(qnias ueedu) 'swoojg ‘pue|sseld jluioo) pue
Siy] 10§ papUBLULLDIB. 1BJQEY pUB{19M SUIBILUOD BAlY Agpen ‘suibiew aye| uo sdwems BSOWO2 X6487)
aJe suooe Jaylini oN 1aaloid ayy Ubnouyy "Kleyun pue sayslell 'suied |g}SEOD g1 181 abpas Aj1siig
JINIYUNID0
SNOILYONIWWNOO3Y HOd IVILNILOd lv1iavH «SNLYLS $3103dS




‘sainads
SiU] JO) pepUsWLI0Dal
91 SUOIJDE J3YYNn} ON

‘saloads
SIU} JO} PEPUB WS
8le suQde Jaypn, oN

‘sa)pads

S1Y} 10} PAPUSWIWODES
8lE SUCHDE 1ayln) oN

‘sajoads
81y} JOj papUaLIWO93l
DIB SUONDE JaYUN) ON

sajoads
SIL] 10§ pApUS W WODAL
9IB SUOjj0e 18ylin) of

AIUnog ulew

‘yoel] 1oy e p Buoje | Aemybiy
uo sdoiolno ¥oa4 Woly 31e sanads
SIY} JO 0UBUNIIC UMOUY AUO

8y} '‘Ajleuciippy JBMQEY qruds
4niq |E1SBOD UIEJLIOD JOU $3ap
ealy 108(01d 8y ‘|Biuslod oN

‘1epqel alaeld
10 'qnJas ‘}S810) UIBJUOD J0U S30pP
ealy 108f{cid ey ‘|enpuajod ON

‘paysuaAodLl)

Alaane|al st juauodwan Aloysiapun
gloj '{(qnios uelsedu) 1engey
pueiam SUEJLOD Baly J98lolg

ay ybnoyyy “jenuajod moT

JEHGRY PUBIPOOM
10 'qQnuDs ‘aunp ‘[BlLBdBYD
[BISE0D UIBIUOD 10U $80p

galy j08l0ld oy “|ElUAIOd ON

‘JBYNqey auteld 1o ‘sunp
‘qnios |BJSEOO UIBJUOD JOU Saop
paly joafoid Byl "jenuajod oN

CIETEY TG 1o}
-0 :abues uoneas|3 ‘Aep-ilidy
'SWOooiE "Gqnios 4Niq |BISE0D

‘51812 W

0G1-0 :2Buel uoneas|3 CAInp
-yalew swoojg -aiunuadies
S2WI}BWOS 'SB)s Misawl

uo qnJos [e}seond pue ‘suiesd
|BISBOZ 'gNJIS JN|q |B1SB0D
‘182104 puejdn pajespeosg

‘siayaw Jpz-0 :ebuel

uoneAss|3 ‘fequaidssg-Anr
'suwioo|g ‘sdwems pue saysiew
131M USI¥oRIq J0 YSal) '|BISEO)

‘siglaw Oge-£ tabuel

uoneas|3 1aqueidsg-pidy
‘swoolg 'sjlos Ajjaaelb 1o Apues
Ut qnios |B}SBOD pue ‘saunp
|BISE0D ‘PUB|POOM SUBJUOWSID
ul sBuluado ‘|euiedeyo awpuew

‘'siglaw
09-t :ebuels uoneas|3 (1snbBny
sawnawoes) AInp-Aep (swoolg

"S|l0s ApUBS Ut QoS [BISBOD pue

‘alijerd |BISBOD "SSUNP [RISEOD

[8yores "dss BUWOUOD BIYIBID)

SNOILVAONIWWOD3Y

JINIHHENIJ0
d04d IVILNILOd

1lvl1igvH

gi 1811 suoqgu-pal s.aydiey
HEMBUPUE WINSHD

gl s 2151y} UBDSIDURI4
lapueicg

JBA B}E{MOEBIL BINAID

Z 1S yoopway Jalem s lepuejog
ejsnqos

JBA EJSNQOS SYIUBZLIOYD)

g4 1817 134 lamo)auids 1snqoy
BSOJjIA

JBA BlRRIOSND ayjuRZIIOYD

a1 1511 l1amo)jaulds papeay-Alloo
«SNLVI1S $3103dS

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 37 of 48



‘poued Bujwoolqg
yead sl yjim papioulod yoiym
HsiA ays ay) Buunp paalasqo

jou sem salnads siy) ‘Ateuonippy
‘Adoued ssuap ssa} Jaubiy Ylim

‘54919W gL-0G (2buel
uoijeas|g “(JUdy sawnawos)
Yosew-Alenuer ;swoofg ‘sas
2|S8W uo pug|poom uenedu pue
15810} uenedi 15840} SnoJajlugd

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 38 of 48

‘sanads
SIy} f04 papuswwoasl

Sa)s ul punoy AleotdA) se1oads
sy} ‘(gnios uelledut} yeuqgey qnios
uepiedi suiEjLOD BalYy 198[0id

}1SBOD YHON ‘puejpoom
sueuOwWSID leledeys
‘158104 SNOIBUOD BUOD-PASO|D

syejUapion0 BANQ

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

. 21B SUO[JB 13NN} ON ay] ybnoyyy "1eljUBIOd MO ‘}saJoj puejdn pajeajpeoig gi 1811 POOMIBUIES| UIB}Sa A
Juesaud
JoU 248 JBNIQRY qNJaS pue ‘auedd ‘s1@]aw OpL-o abuel
‘lenedelo ‘says Ayooa Buioey uopeAaa|s ‘ABW-YJIEW :SWooig
‘sa10ads -yyou ‘sapads S|y} o) 18lIqeH ‘says Ay204 Buloey-ypou
Siy} Jo} PapUaWWOIa 224D Jeau St ealy 1aalolg uo Aj|eoidA; (gqnios (e}seod A3o0i dL 1si] wnaen| E.:.EEQEQ
a4e suol}2e 1aylinj oN ayi ybnoyyy “|eppuslod mon pue ‘aleid [BiSeOD 'jeledeyn ‘HS 34 Indsyle| mojla A
‘s18jaw 50e-08
‘SQJOJ QAISBAUI :abues uoneas|g Aey-yoslep
pue sasselb jenuue AQ paleuiwop SWoO|g SIS 24S8W UBJO B|BYS
‘selzads Ajljenb moj o si 1BHQRY 2y} " pasodlwoasp uo !pugjsselb
Sy} 10} p8puUsWWOOS8l ‘says Asself uado suiejuoo BANY iyIooy pue Aa||eA ‘qnios |BjSE0D a1l 18 Hayeq wnurydie g
ale suolloe tayuny oN yosloig ayy ybnoyyy -Al@yiun ‘yseJoj puejdn pajes|peoig ‘3% '34 indsyue| §.194egd
‘Slajlow gog-St
‘gje)sqns :8Bues uoneas|g “Joquaides
. ‘sa109ds aunuadias yum 1ejqey euedeyd -8UNp Iswoolg “eiB4sqns souejides
S|L} 10} papUS W LWOaa] 10 }1§810) UIBJUOD JOU S20p aunuadias uo |ediedeys pue g1 1517 dss SINUe} snyjuelApion
8le SUO0))OB JaYun) O Baly }0aloig syl ‘|enuajod OoN 18940} SNOJ2IUOD JUQD-PaSO|D ‘MS 34 Meaq-,spdig S |jauusd
‘slgjall
‘sapads ‘Jeygey ysiew 0L-0 :9Buel uoneas|g 120100 stysnied
S|} 10} papUSWILIOIS) 1Bs |B}SEOD U(B}LUOD 10U S90p -aunp :swoolg ‘sdwems ‘dss snwypuew snypue|Apio)
2i€ Suoljoe Jayuny oN ealy jasfoid syl ‘|enuajod oN puUe saysieW ){es |BjSE0D gi 18 ¥eoq-,spg sakay juiod
JONIHHNDIDO
SNOILVYAONIWWO D3N HOd TViIN3LOd 1v118avH «SNIVLS §3103dS




‘salaads
Si] JO} papusWLLOdal
81 SUOHOR Jayling ON

- TRELE
St} 4O} papuswLwooald
2lE SUOHI. JBYLN) ON

‘sa10ads
Sy} JOo} papuawWoosl
2l SUDIDE BN ON

'sal0eds
SIY] 40} PEPUSLWIIWIODE]
2/E SUONJE Jayyuny oN

‘sa|0ads
SIY} JO} papuswwooal
218 SUOOE JaYLN ON

EETRELE
SIY} JO} papuUsWLU0Da)
ale suooe Jayuny ON

‘Jepgey gnias
10 BUNP [BISECD U[BJLOD JOU S80p
ealy 10afoid eyl "|ENUalod ON

‘polded Buiwoolq yead sj|

Lilm DOPEOUIOD LIIYM NISIA 8lls ay]
fuiinp paatdsdo jou sem salcads
si ‘AjeUonIppY “sa1zads siy) Jo
aosussald ayj sepn|da4d Ajgeqoud
sa|oads qJoj pue sseib aaseal
|le} fasuap Jo sauesald au;

‘sajs Asselb uado suleluon ealy
108foud =y ybnoyyy -Apeyiun

_ ‘Jelgey
ailiead 1o qnios WRIUOD 10U S80p
Eoiy Joaloid eyl "{Enualo4 ON

‘sajoeds s|y) Jo adsuasald ayy
sapnpoald A|lgeqoud 1sa00 Adouea
ayl Jo Ausuap ay} ‘(gnios ueledu)

1ElgqEY uenedu sUIBiUCD BAlY
1o8l0ud 8yl ybnouyyy -Aleyijun

'$B]ELSQNS 5UNUSdIas 1O JILBOOA
‘leddedeys UIBJUOCD JOU S20pP
galy Jo8loid eyl -|enuajod oN

‘Jejqey Jseso}

SMOJAJIUOD }SEGD YHON Jo puedn
‘PUBIPOOM UIBIUGD 10U S30p

ealy 199[old 9yl ‘|enuajod oy

‘sigd W gog-¢ :abuels uoneas)y
‘sunp-pidy (swoolg "qnios
[E}SEOD pUE S8UNp |BJSEOY

‘slolaW OLb-€

:abuel uoljers|y liddy-Alenigaq
1SWwo0|g ‘8lensqgns aujuadias
uo usyo 'pue|ssesb |00} pue
Aajlea pue 'qnuos [B}SEOI ‘Blield
{E]SEOD ‘pPURIPOOM BUBIUO LUSID

‘suglo W 0GL-G| abuel UONRAD|]
‘ysue-AlENIga 4 (SWoojy
‘qnios {else0s pue ‘aledd

|BISBOD ‘gnias Jn|q |ejseon

‘'S1e}2 Wl QG L-p .ebues uoneaatg
1snbny sawnewos ‘Ajnp
-yolE swWwoolg "syueq Wesl)s
J|S8LW UO 15810} SNOJIAYUOD
}1seon YloN pue ‘1satro) pue|dn
paaes|peolq ‘suaj pue sbog

‘sla1sW QRZ-0g ‘ebuel
uoneaa|3 “Jaquusldag-Aely
‘SWwoolg 9lelsqns suuedias
10 2tUEDL0A Uo |elledey s

s181aW 00| p-0¢€

:aBues uoneas|g -1sqojog-aunp
ISWOO|H 'S8)s DIsal ‘ANo0l

U0 15910} SNOJBJHUOCD }SEOD

UlION PUE ‘pDUEjpOOM SUEILOLUS|D
‘158104 pue|dn paaea|peolg

Siiossieyo
'dss ejeydeo Bijin

SNOILVONIWWNOD3Y

JINJYUNI20
H04d TVILN3IL1O0d

1vligvH

g1 187 e 1seos an)g
e208I)i BLIE[HIIS

g1 181 Alempy 1uelbely
, Simsin

1eA BJBJOBOUR| BLIBHIL

g1 187 Al Jexooud ulely
WwninoAss wmuosyifig

Z 1si7 Alll ume} 1se20n

18usssfi uosabig

Asiep

gl 18] PaAES|-MOLIEU S 8U8aI0
fimso1q uosebig

£ 181 Asiep apisluesns

«SNLV1S $3103d8

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 39 of 48



‘sg|nads
Sil} J0) papUS W WOI3]

‘lelqey qnuas
Jo ‘aueld ‘aunp uielUOD JOU S80p

"§i9]8W NGE
-g ;abuel uoneaa|g ‘1aqualdeg
-Aep 1swoolg "81BeJ1sqns
Apues uo qnuo$ |EJSEOD pUE

SISUBUIIB LY BIJ&YI0H

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 40 of 48

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

ale SUONOE Jayln} oN ealy j08loiq 8yj “|epuajod oN ‘alield |BJSEOD ‘SBaunp |E}SE0D g1 181 Bljeyloy sakay julod
.D_D.._.D:_ m_v.N Q .h—m:Uu ___J“wu.,h-“u
‘aunp-yolew (swootg 'sa)ls
1damspuim u) 1aaod uonejabaa
asieds pue Buimolb mo| yum
. ‘salpads 1e1gqey puncif aieq uo puno} AjeadA] BijofiASIq
SiU3 10 papuaWiiodal gunp 1o qnIds UIBjU0o joU saap ‘saunp |B}SE0J pUE gnios "1BA BJOJJISIEUS XEJaUsoH
g1EB SUOIOB 18yln) oN ealy 109lold 9y -|epualod ON unig |B1seoo Ul ejensgns Apues g1t 180 XBAS paAEBl-HOYS
‘sa|oads
S|y} jo souasald sapnjaald
Ajgeqoid uoielsbfian aalseau;  -siejaw pag-pz (sbuel uoneas 3 .
‘$3j0ads asuap 'f|e1 Jo 9ouasaid ay] ‘sais C1aquBAON-Ludy (swoolg ejsabuoo
Sly} 10§ pepuswwosal  Asselfi uado surejuos ealy 10alolg 'S8pISPEO! UO §8WNSWOS igA gjsafiuco gjuozjwa
8le suol)oe laylny oN &y} ybnoyyy -ieijusjod moT ‘pueysself yioo) pue Agjep dl 1sn we(diey playhey mo) a4 aled
‘sialoWw Q0G| (ebuel
uopeas|g ‘Jaqualdag-aunfp
‘aled)sqns auyuadios 'swoo|g "8}eJisqns supuadiss
‘sa|oads yum uleldapun jeyqey pue(sseld io Apues uo pue|sseld ewnisew
S|y} 10} papuUSW WOIal 10 qnias UIRJUOD OU §30p Ihyloof pue Asjlea pue 'qnios IBA BIMINSHY Bli8pULID
ale suoNae Jayln: ON easy Jaafoid.ayl "|enusiod oN |eISBOD ‘qnios Jniq |e1seon) g1 1817 jugidwnb oospuesq Ueg
‘saloads “1ENgeY "slajaw .
S1Ly) 1O} PAPUB W OIS “aunp |e}SEOD UIRIUOCD JOU $80p oe-z :ebues uoneasig “Anp ejeijoejiii Bifi5
ale SUOIOE laytin) oN ealy 1oaloid syl "jeijuajod oN -jiidy :swoojg ‘seunp |elSEON gl 18N b paka-yieQ
‘sle}aW gGlL-G| :ebuel
‘$8108ds 1ERqeY doioino uoneas|3 “Anp-Aep swoolg
Sy} 10} pPapus W wosal 3004 IO gniDS UIBUOD JOU S0P ‘sdoisino jool 10 8lellsqns BSO}UELIO] ‘dSS B1RIIdBD BIND
9le SUOIJOB I1aUyn} ON Boly 108[0id 3yl °|enjuajod oN A¥004 UD QNS JNq [BISEDY) dl 1817 etl5 papeay-Ajjoo pA
FIONIFHHNID0
SNOILVANIWWOOIY HOd IVILN3L1Od lvLlidvH «SN1V1S §3123dS




‘saioads
SIU] 1O} papuUBLWIWODal
8lE SUOIJOE JBYLIN) ON

EEIBEDE
SIY] 10} pBpUs W LWODA]
2le SUCIIIE taUlN) ON

‘sgnads
SIU} 40} pApURWLLIODEY
8le SUOHDE Iaylny) ON

‘salnads
SiUY} JC) papuUaWILLICDal
alg SUOWOE 13yl oN

‘saloads
SIY} 1O} papuaWWosal
2JE SUOIIOB Jaylng oN

‘ga1oads
SI4Y] 10) PApUB WWOS8]
ale suonae Jayyiny oN

‘JeNgey gqnias ulejuod jou saop
ealy 105foid Y] ‘|enUal04 ON

elgqey
Qnids 10 sunp UIBIUOS JOU SBOp
ealy 128loid U ‘fenualod oN

‘saads

S1U} Jo saussaud ayy sspnjaald
Atgeqoud uoneaban saiseaul
asuap ‘||el Jo aauasaid ayl

‘says Asselb uado sulrlu0D EBIY
10efoid syl ybnoyyy Ajaynun

‘ielgey
aunp Jo gnios UtBJUOD Jou s80p
ealy joalolgd ay] ‘|epyuajod oN

‘sa|oads

siy] Jo soussald ay) sapnjoald
Aoyl uonelafisa aalseAUl BALBU
-uou jo jyblay pue soueqJNIsIp
40 19A3| B4} ‘AjlRUCHIPPY 056
woJj st AYUITIA B4} Ul HIUBLINDIN0
umouy Ajusasl jsow ay)

‘5915 Assetb uado suejuoo esly
3palolg sy ybnoyyy ~Krasuun

‘saoads

siy} Jo sousseld ay) sepnjoald
Alqeqoid ucneaban aatseaul
9susp ‘iE] Jo saouasald ay)
‘sa)s Asselb uedo suejuOD BaIY
1aaloid sy) ybnoylly -Ajeyiun

‘84018 W (0L
-0 :9Buel uoneAs|g ‘sunr-udy
SWO0Ig "gnIos YNig |BISEON

'§18181W 09

-0 :abuel ucneas|g Anp-yolep
‘sSwoo|g ‘elefsgns Apues uo
gnios |B]1SE0D pUB SBUNP |BISEON

‘sisjaw

0/%-0 ebuel uoljeas|3 "aunp
~yalep iswoolg ‘sjood lBulsa
10 suoJod disaw pue ‘puejsselb
[liyioos pue Asjjea ‘sede|d
BUIEYE ‘pPUR|POOM BUBIUOLUSID

"sleyaW 0ZG6- :abues uoneas|g
JaquisaoN-AlBNUEBL (SWO0|g
‘qnios |B1SEOD pue ‘ssunp
|EISEOD 'gnias Jnjq |RISEOQD

'81818W (0Z25-09

:afiuel uoeaa|g leqmoQ-udy
SWo0|g 'SAWEeMS pue S3YSIBW
pue 'sdess pue smopeslw
‘qnuos [EISECD 18810} SNOJBJIUCD
auon-pasoP Ul sBuiuadp

'818]18LW

005-0¢ :eBues uopeasiy -Ajnp
-AB A 1SWOO0|G "elellsgns Apues
uo sBujuado 2158w Ul puejsseIb
[1Ul00) pue AsjjeA pue ‘|esledeys
18810} puejdn pasea|prolg

$neoesos uoydisoida]

SNOILVYANIWWOOaY

JONIHYNO20
HO4 TVILNILOd

1lv1igvH

at 1s11 uoydisojde| asoy
gl 1si] esouied eifey
'35 34 BliAE) yoeag
suabnfuoo eiusylsey

gl 187 .34 splaypiob B1s0n BAUOD
gyjueioe W

dss BOIUIOJIBY BILBYISET

a1 181 splaypob jeluuaiad
- Hayeq
dss equsofiieO BillayISET

gl s sptelploB s tavyeg
: BQOITUG) BIaYIOH

ai 181 Blj@yioy psqol-ulyl
SNLVLS §3103dS

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 41 of 48



Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 42 of 48

"sanads
SIl} JOo) papusWwiwoaal
aie SUQNIB Jayun) oN

- 'ielgey
duNp |B}SEO0D UIBIUOD JOU S30p
ealy 108loid 8yl ‘|enusjod oN

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

sorreds
SiYl 10} pepuUs LU LL0IB)
948 SU0ljoe Jaylny oN

‘sa108ds
$1y} 10} papuawW wWoaal
24 SUQNIE. 18Yun) ON

‘soidads
Syl 40§ papusLWIUQDal
a4 SU0JaE Jayln) oN

‘salnads
S1Yj 10} PapuswILo)al
2l SUONROR Jayunj oN

. TEMJey grIss
10 |eiledEYI UIBJUOD JOU S80p
ealy 128foid ay| ‘|epuasod oN

“AlunoD BWOUOS [BHUSD

‘Uiejd BS0Y BIUES 8yl 0] pajaulsal
AlyBly seyoeds siuy ‘AllBUORIPPY
Jenqey pue|sseif ojsaw

10 jood jBUISA UIBIUOD JOU S80p
ealy 12foid ay| -jenusjod oN

‘gjelSqNS
suljuadias ynm ulepapun
}enqey pugisselb 1o ‘1salo)
'QNIOS 15810} UIBILUoD 10U §80p
ealy 102fold 8yl ‘jenuslod oN

‘g)ensqns aupuadias

Uylm ulgldapun jeligey pue|sselb 1o
‘NJOs 'puBLpoOM UIRILUOD JOU S0P
easy 109i0id 8yl ‘|enuajod oN

SNOILVANIWWNOI3Y-

JINTHHUNOOO
HOd TVILN3ILOd

‘siele W
001L-0 -@Buelr uoneas|g -aunp gl 1sn jwoasapy snudny
-jlidy (swoojg "seunp |BlSEOY ‘35 ‘34 auldn| s,woqsspiL
SIOTS 0 G5-05 9 0UET ST
uoeagjy ‘sunp-judy swooig JBA sneJoque shuldng
‘Qnios [B15E02 pue jeiedey) £18M auidn| @aly osjey ueg
"S19)3W §0E-G} 9buel
uoieas|g Aey-iudy iswoolg
‘sjood |eulea pue 'pug|sselb
1114300} pue A3jeA 3|Sal atL isiq SUBINSUIA SBYIUBLLWIT
Alleulsa 'sdess pue smopeap ‘38 ‘34 weopmopeaw |odojseqes
‘sig)sWw §OE-51 Jeqolop-sunr
ISWoolg ‘eiesisgns supuadias
pue Ag2 uo pue|sselb j|1yjoo)
pUB A3||BA PUB '}S840} SNOJBHLUOD
SUBIUOLW I8MO] ‘qNIaS |BISEO0D eonajofoly eibuissal
‘15840 pue|dn psaes|peolg €181 eifuisss| papeay-Ajoo pA
‘siB19W 007
-09 :abues uoeas|q '18qoldQ0
-AInr :swoolg ‘sepispeol
uo punoj Usyo ‘ayessgns
aunuedias uo puejsself
4100} pue AgjeA pue ‘qnios eepiouyoeie eibuissay
|B1SEOD ‘PUEB|POOM BUBIUOWS|Y) gl s elbuissa| sBunds (eyshin
1vligvH +SN1VLS £3103d8




‘sanads
S1U} 10} papuswiwodal
ale SUQIIOE Jayuny aN

‘saloads
5[] 10} papuawwonsl
S1E SUOHODE Jalun) ON

‘sanads
SIY] 10} pBpUAW WO}
8JE SUONOR Jayln) ON

‘saloeds
S1U) 40} PEPUD LGOS
2le SUQl2B Jayln) ON

‘1 elgey mopeaw
10 188l0) UIBJUGD JOU Sa0p
B2y 108044 8yl ‘jenuajod oN

‘lelqey
aunp Jo gnuos UIBlUQD }OU S80p
ealy joaloid au] -|jepjuajod oN

‘Hsia ays ayy Buunp paalasgo
aiam salvads eyapieuopy
ou ‘Ajleuolippy -salaads

s1y} jo aduasaid ay) sapndaid
Aigegold ucnejaban ansean)
asuap ‘||e} Jo aouasaid au)
‘sa)|s Asseib usdo suejuOD ealy
108loud ayi ybnoyyy “Aediun

. ~ "salpads

Sty j0 @oussald ayy sepnjoald
Alqeqoid salnads aAISEAUl aAlEBU
-uou jo 1yBiay pue asuegInisip
JO [9A8] 8L “A|leUOIPPY

‘sals allledd [BISEOD 10BUI

woJy Ajuewiid umouy sajoeds siy)
‘sayts Asselb uado suleluOD BBIY

1oeloid ayy ybnouyy Ajayijun

‘slgjaw

L 29-0} 9BUes voneasig “isnfiny
-idy (swoolg "seys D1saWw
‘uado uo }S810} SN0JBYUOD 1SBON)
YHON pue ‘sdaas pug smopeall
‘1s8s0} pueldn paaesipeo.d

‘sl8jaw s i-qlL ebuel
uoneas|3 "Aep-yodlew suloojg
‘81ensqgns A3o0) UG Sa3W}310s

‘BleNSqNsS ApUBS U0 saunp
{EISECD pUE (NiDs YNnjg [BISE0D

‘sisjaw GL6-00| :ebued
ucneaa|3 1snbny salu)aWos
‘Anp-aunr :sweolg "pueisselb

JHYI00} pUe A8||BA PUB-'QnIDS
|B}SE0D ‘PUB|POOM UBIUOWSID
‘fedsedeyo ul sbujuado ‘sl
puedn paaes|peosq ug sbuiuadp

‘slalaw pog-s :ebuel

uoleAs|3 AN saWR2WOS
‘aunp-|lidy (swoojg "pue|sselb
Y1004 pue Aa)|eA pue 'qnios
|EISECD ‘pUBPOOM SUEBJUCWWISIO
15840} SNOIBJLOT BUOD-PBSO|D

snuseaooy uvobodoinald
sselb

SNOILVONIWWOD3IY

JINIHUNDID0
H04d 1VILNIL1O0d

lvligvH

gl 18 1% sloydewsas }se0n YON
SpUBLULOD

1BA SHBINSUI BIf80BYd

g1l isq e(@oeyd 1SB0D YLUON
2s30qo}b

‘dss esolA Bil8preUuOp

gl s B||@pJRUCoW 1SNQoy
gsopnjed sHaSOINN

g1 18 SII8S010IW YSIBN
+SN1VLS $3123d8

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 43 of 48



‘saaads

2Je SUOIJE 484N} ON

‘gavads

‘plelysqns
aunuadias ypm uiespun
Jellgey pue|sselb 1o ‘puepoom

galy 108loid By “|BpUAIO4 ON

‘jelqey

T 10] PapUSnInosa]
8le SUOLIE J1ayung oN

‘goi0ads
Sy} 4O} papuswWLIooal
Sl SUOY0E 1ayliny ON

‘sainads
SIYy} JO] papuswwosal
848 SUCUOE 18yln) ON

‘sa|nads
SiY} 10) pepuUsSIWODal
ale SUONoe 12aypn} oN

‘saoads
sI4} 10J papusuwwooal
ale suoljoe layynj oN

BUIEId 10 15510] WEjU03 10U 550p
ealy 1o8(oid 2yl ‘|epuajod oN

‘1euqey |eiiedeyo
aujjuadias UIBIUOD JOU S0P
ealy j08lo14 8yl -jenpuajod oN

‘Adouea

894} |BIIUBISQNS JNOUIM SPUBlam
woly Ajuewitd Wwoy umouy
sapads siY) ‘(qnuos ueledu)
1E}IJEY PUBIaM SUIBlUOD Baly
j08loi4 8yl yBnouyy “Aayliun

‘Jelqey
ysieuw |B1se0s UIBjuO9d 10U S80p
eaJy joaloigq ayy "|enusiog oN

JBNGEY 15810)
10 ‘qnios ‘alljesd WEIU0D JOU SA0p
galy 108l0id syl ‘jenu3ajed oN

‘Slgjall GLP-0T )

:abues uoneas|y Anp-yolep
'Swoo0jg 'alensqgns supuadias
AxD0lJ uo usyo 'pue|ssesb

auBluowWwss ‘lesedeyn
‘Siajaw
G8-G| :abues uoneas|y sunr

nuewiyoy ea

0~ ®
=L G
bU Y
050
<0 S
Lo g~
~2S
[52] ©
Qoo
-

N

P

(]

@

P

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

TAEW SW00]g Snieid jeJSE0d
pue )}sai0} pue|dn paaesjpeolg

‘'siejewl 0gp-06 (eburl uoljeas|]
sunp-ARA ISWOO0|G “S1BASQNS
aujjuadiss uo |[euedeyn

"gla)aw g/-¢ ‘abuel uojyeas|g
“laqueldeg-udy (swoglg
"1ISE02 9Y] Jeau sdwems

pue sayslelu 1a)jemysalg

‘sig)aw gL-p abues
uoneAs|] '18qOJ3() SILWNBWOS
“1enBny-Aepy ‘|ludy seLWljoWOs

:swoo|g sdwems pue
SaYsJEW YSI¥ORI] 10 )|ES |B)ISBROD

8i8]8 W QEgl

-p :eBuei uoneas|g ‘Jaquadag
-iidy (swoojg 18310y
SNOJBJUOD SURJUOLL J9MO| PUB
‘gnlos je1seoo ‘aueld [B)SEO D

SNOILYONIWWOO3NH

JON3IHHNO00O
d04d IVILN3ALOd

1Lv1liavH

g1 1817 Jamoj-jamal Apsig s uewyoy
paundind

'dSS BIOMIAIB W BRDIBDIS

[FV[ale]{sRE=)  fak: 1 e

g1 318 pawws)s-a|ding
SIDINA "dSS JuBtLyY B8IIEPIS

g1 15 Woojqlayasysd uuey
glewoziyl

‘dss es034jED BAJIBPIS

a1 1811 woojqJayoayo sahay 1mad
asusuirew wnuobAloy

£ 1817 paamouy ulley
wnauies wniuowefod

Z 151 . wnjuowajod uobaip
«SNLVLS §3103dS




. ‘so10ads
$14} 10} papUaWWIOsal
8iE SUOIOB I12Y}N) ON

‘Sanads
Siy} JO} PApUSWIWODaI
8le SUONOE JaYHN) ON

‘saraads
SiYl JO} POpUBWLWIO0DS)
81E SUCLOE 48Ny ON

‘sajoads
Sty) JO} papUa W WOoal
8JE SUOIOB Jaylin) oN

"}EIIGEY qNIOS UIBIUOD 10U S30p
ESly 198[0id 8yl ‘jenualod oN

‘saj2ads S|y jo
gaussaid ay] sapnjoard Algeqoud
91e4)sqns sujjuadlas 0 aduasqe

ay) pue uolelafisa aaseAul
asuap ‘(le] jo saussald ayy

‘says Asseub usdo sulEjUOD BBNY
Joaloid auy1 ybnoyyy -Alayun

3engey pue|sselfi oissw
10 (00d jEUIBA UIBILOD JOU S30p
ealy j08[oid sy -|eijusjod oN

‘sappads

sluy} 4o @ouasasd ay) sapn|2aid
Algeqoid uonejabaa aniseaul
asuap ‘[|er jo aouassld ay)

‘says Asselb uado suirjuoD esry
laafoid sy ybnoyyy “Ajexyyun

‘slajaw 0piL-0| :ebuel uoneas|3
"|I0S |Bi@UIW 8JEQ UO QnIoS
[E}ISEOD PUE QNI3s [IN|]g |BJSBOD

"slajlaw gg| — ¢ ;ebuel
UOfiEA8|T aunf-|udy sWoolg
818.5gNS suluadias uo Ajjensn
puejsselb 100 pue Asjea pue
‘gqnios |eyseoos ‘aeld (e1seon

'S18)aW ppEe-o :ebuei
uoneasa|g “aunp-judy (swoo|g
'sjo0d [BUtaA pUB ‘puR|SSEIB
1HU00) puE As||EA BUlEY|E
olsew 'sdlems pue saysiep

‘s1gjaw G| p-G :9buel uoeaag
‘aunp-|lldy :swoojg ‘8jeRsSqns
aunuadias uo SAWNRBWOS
‘pue|ssesd ooy pue

AsljeA PUB ‘gnias Jn|q [B)Seon

gojuiofes ejjenanbiig

SNOILVONIWNOD3N

FONIHHNI D0
404 IVILNILOd

lvliavyH

gl 187 Bj|asianbuy 1seo0n
gpunguoy euesAidisy

gl 1817 19A0}2-5,|MO 00S]JURIH UBS
wnpydospAy

UeA wmesadnedap wnyoy

gl 1s17 Jano|o suleg
WnusowWwe Wniosy

g1 1811 34 18A0[D YlOJ-0m |
+SNLV1S S3103ds

Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment
Page 45 of 48



Exhibit 8

A-2-SON-11-037 (BBPUP)
Page 46 of 48

Applicant's Biological Resources Assessment

{1511 MB1ABI B) UONIB WO 8J0W Spaau S4ND YoIym Inoge sjuelqd € 1517 SdND .

213LMaS|d UOW WO alow ing 'eiuloe) ul pasafuepua Jo ‘peugiealy) ‘alel sjuejd Z 151 SdND
818YMaESIe pue eiuloy e u) paiabuepua Jo pauajealy; ‘elel sjued (gl 1517 SAND
BlulojleD ul Jounxa pawnse.d sjueld (v} 1517 SAND

£ 181
215
g1 187
viisi

sa1nads Ajloy dnoligy Bupjio pp 1eg WIBISa M 9 MM

uia2uo0”) 8007 Jo sa0adg

sajelgelaAll snyelg |e1dads 5409
|BWIiUyY pajyoajoid Ajnd 9409

ulasuon |epadg jo sameds 94dn
aieyd aigig

pausjealty| 21elg

paJebuepuz ajRlg

ukld A18A00BY JEI(] 40 UBjd Alaa00ay S M4SN B Ul papn|oul satoads sAlisuas
LJaDUCY) UOIIBAISSUOD) JO SPIY SAESN
s]epipue] jeJapa4

pausleely] |elapa

peiebuepud |etapad

a1s
iSS
d40
388
=1
1S
s
d¥
204d
24
14

34

1sapoo snieys o) A8y,

SNOILVONIWWOI3IY

JINIHANII0 :
04 IVILNILOd ivligvH #SNIVILS

§3123dS




APPENDIX C

REPRESENTATIVE PROJECT AREA PHOTOGRAPHS
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Top: Potential jurisdictional wetland near Bay Flat
Road, looking east. Pipeline connection point is within
the paved area in foreground, angd will result in no
impacts to the wetland.

Bottom: Project Area has much non-native omamental
vegetation. Some of this vegetation may be attractive
to nesting birds or winter roosting monarch butterflies,
but there will be no impacts to either if project work is
conduced in the month of September.

Photographs taken: August 11, 2009
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555 12th Street, Suite 1500 Leah S. Goldberg

Oakland, California 94607 Attarney at Law

tel 510.808.2000 Igoldberg@meyersnave.com
fax 510.444.1108

www.meyarsnave.com S

meyer | jave SN

MEMORANDUM

Via E-mail and Facsimile

L TE: Ou' ' .26, 2011
T Commissioner Steve Kinsey
FRUM: Leah S. Goldberg
COPY: Ruby Pap, California Coastal Commission
Ann Cheddar, Esq., California Coastal Commission
RE: Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens’ Coastal. - liss on A| ~.al

As regquested, the following is background material an the B .. ~7a Bay Public Utility
District (“BBPUD" or “District”) Bay Flat Road Well Project (“Project”).

The District obtains water from wells at three locations—Salmon C ..., - R. . o
well field and the Sand Dunes well field. No additional wells can be installed at
Salmon Creek because the District cannot extract water during low flow periods in
Salmon Creek.

On February 26, 2006, the California Department of He: _ Services (now the
Department of Public Health (‘DPH")) notified the BBPUD ., (. Dis. ict could no
longer meet its daily capacity through a combination of water sources and water
storage facilities. Instead new regulations require that the | im i daily ¢ nd
be et from water: | 3s without reliance on water storage.

In respo; ., in Ave 5t 2007 the District prepared a Master Vv . r Plan. The plan
identified three projects that would bring the District into ¢« liance+ "ni, new
State regulations on water sources. Two out of three of these projects have been
completed. 1) The District replaced a well at the Roppolo well field; 2) the District
replaced a !l at '@ Dunes well field. The third project enabling the District to
comply with State water source requirements is the insta_ation of another well.

In 2008, Todd Engineers prepared an assessment of the existing well fields and
determined that thi: . ., well should be installed in the Sand Dunes well field
because more water enters the groundwater basin than flows oris pu, | out,

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CQRPORATION ~ OAKLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTQ SAN FRANCISCO SANTARQSA FRESNO
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To: Commissioner Steve Kinsey
From: Leah S. Goldberg
Re; Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens Coastal Commission Appeal
Date: Qctaber 26, 2011
Page: 2

even during drought years. The Salmon Creek well field is off limits for new 'Is at
this time and a new well in the Roppolo well field would likely have toon .y
adverse effects on environmentaily sensitive areas. Because of the limitations on
locating another well in the State Park, the report identified the : |, . i, i location

for the new well in an already developed area. Thisisthecon... ..L _Flat = |
well that is at issue in ' : Coastal Commission Appeal.

This Districta_ " »d . "\ the Todd Engineering report because the well location was
reasonably close to the existing water distribution lines (al'« "y ex” ing in Bay Flat
Road), the well site was easily accessible along already existing driveways and was
located in a developed area. And equally important, at'\..."  one of the
homeowners agreed to house the well on her property.

Thel """ u" . ntly prepared an Initial Study and Mitigated |~ ~ative
Declaration ("MND") for the proposed well. A Notice of Intt 2tto A ™ ptaMI™ =
posted at the Project location, mailed to property owners within 300 . .. of the
project and circulated to the State Clearinghouse on June 19, 2008, No comments
regarding the adequacy ¢f the environmental document were receiv. ' The District
subsequ. 1.y adop. dthe MND and filed a Notice of Determination in August 2008.

The District discus: 11. need for a test well and evaluated wi  ".er a test well
required a conditional user permit (“CUP") and a coastal development permit
(“CDP"). Ultimately the District, in consultation with the County, dec’_ ~d to proceed
conservativ .., and reques:a CUP and CDP for the testwellthat ildbece, . d
to a permanent' - i providing the well supplied adequate quantities of water.

The Dig'rict « 1bmi " «" a coastal permit application (PLP09-0057) to - .. ~ County of
Sonoma's Permit and | .esource Management Department (“PRMD") on June 8,
2008. On July 2, 2009, PRMD indicated the application was incomplete and

"L, . wentwl, th Local Coastal Plan because the prope- . . chiorin® jon structure
to disinfect water from the new well was located adjacenttoa .. ~ . . .. sanctuary-
preservatior area.

The District retain. a biologist to identify wetland areas within 100 7 t of P~~ject
components and directed the District Engineer to move the chlorination facility to an
alternative .. © (° 1665 Bay Flat Road to 1707 Bay Flat Road) to avoid
locating the chlorination structure within 100 feet of the adjacent | on. or within
100 feet of the wetlands. New application materials were prepared to i .. :ct this
change . ' 1./ ‘tted to PRMD on April 7, 2010. Additional concerns were raised
by PK. .. and the adjacent property owners and responded to by the District. In
sumi... /, those cor... . ; and related studies included:

1. Special status/endangered species

AT 1] - LAW CORPORATION OAKLAND (O ANGELES SACNAMENTO SAN PRANCISCO ! S )
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To: Commissioner Steve Kinsey
From: Leah S. Goldberg
Re: Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens Coastal Commission Appeal
Date: October 26, 2011
Page: 3

a. In March 2010, a WRA study concluded thatl, :: . no. .ands
within 100 feet and no special status species pre .nt. . asting bird and
mig~ *ory butterfly mitigation was provided.

2. Impacts to wetlands north of the project site (between the residential area and

3.

the Dunes State Park)

a. In. - wary 17, 2011, a WRA letter concludes no functioning wetland or
riparian habitat is present in that area. The area contains some riparian
habitat (60 feet to willow, 80 feet to bottom of slope) that is within the
100 foot setback. Waiver criteria for Appendix J an. M of 7 " TPlan
was provided.

N S torail pond (designated sanctuary-preservat’.., aic , from .

pumping

a. Brelje & Race (B&R) prepared a total dissol. 1sol’ " (“TDS")¢" ‘yin
February 2010, to determine conditions in the rail pond. The study
concluded that the rail pond and harborare conr =~ vy an 18-, ..
culvert, water levels and salinity rise and fall with tide and &, tTDS
measurements show a groundwater influence.

b. Todd Engineers assessed short- and long-term ... _; of pumping in a
study in| ' Jh 2010, that concluded that pL... ngthet < ' .l would
not significantly impact the rail ponds on a short- or long-term basis
and that ground water would continue to flow .. . . ! rail pond.

c. v Areviewed the B&R and Todd studies to ¢ . rmine if the o~ _ action
of groundwater flow to rail ponds would impact biologi 1. 1ces
and concluded that the reduction in flow would not significantly impact
the rail ponds ecology as groundwater will continue to be discharged to
the rail ponds and no significant variation of the cui.. .. ‘inity
variation between tides would occur.

4. Potential for . und subsidence/foundation issues

a. RGH (geotechnical engineers) reviewed the site and conell _ 4 that a
safe fr ' lation for the chlorination facility is achiev. ~le, C .. .er 2008.
b. InaJuly 13, 2010 memo, Todd Engineers indicated ground
subsi nce from pumping the proposed well is extremely unlikely with
a conservative potential subsidence of 0.5cmat 14 .. .. 0.2cm at 50
feet from the well.

5. Growth inducement

a. B&R . .duced a memo (August 18, 2010) describing thattl, | . tis
in response to new regulations. The District currently has - _ ~quate
cape ' to serve its build out population, but not in ct rdar . with

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION OAKLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTA ROSA  FRESNO
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To: Commissioner Steve Kinsay
From: Leah S. Goldberg
Re: Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens Coastal Commiissian Appeal
Date: October 26, 2011
Page: 4

the new regulations. The memo further indicated that the L nwetis
obligated to provide service within its boundan’ and that gre i is
appropriately controlled by the County of Sor~ ,>and", :C-
Commission, not the District.

With the above information, PRMD staff determined that Ar ~lication PLP08-0057
was complete for processing on August 31, 2010.

Acting as a Responsible Agency . _er CEQA, PRMD staff completed the
Suk-=quent MND on ' ' e 3, 2011, to address changes i e Pi_"_.’ (i.e. the
relocated chlorination structure) and subsequently issued a nc ", of i, “unt to adopt
the Subse ' -t MND. On July 12, 2011, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
(“BOS") conducted the scheduled public hearing on the Subsequent MND. On a
preliminary 3-1-1 straw vote, the BOS recommended certifying .. ew =~ '
consideration of the information contained in the Subsequent MND, adopting the
Subsequent | .. D, and approving the Project with additional conditions 1, | were yet
to be developed. The BOS directed County Counsel and PRMD staff to return to the
BOS with a .solution reflecting the recommendations and concern: .« ssed by
the BOS including a monitoring program to identify any impacts to the rail pond.

Then, in mid-July, the opponents to the Project then filed ¢/, " al” w't,
Coastal Commission, even before the monitoring pregram was presented to the
[ - -rd of Supervisors for review consideration.

In the meantime, PRMD identified a deficiency in its notific- . ~n procedures for the
July 12 public hearing and scheduled an additional public | ~ wrin_ for September 27,
2011. PRMD worked with the District to develop a meaningful monitoring pregram to
ensure that any impacts to the rail ponds were identified and  ..edi: ~_d. That
program was included in the Project's conditions of approval scheduled for the
September 27, 2011 meeting. On September 27, 2011, the Project was approved by
a 3-2 vote and included the new monitoring program.

On October 4, 2011, without any prompting or further requ~ _; from the ap:- " nt,
Coastal Commission staff, who had held onto the prematurely filed appeal on behalf
of the appe 1its, notified the County that an appeal had been “timely filed.” . ~UD
guestions the Coastal Commission staff's actions and belic 31", (the effectis{ .
the Coastal Commission becomes an agent for the appellants in ensuring the timely
filing of an appeal (that otherwise sought to appeal a non-appealable

recommenc ,on). The staff's actions serve to deprive the District of due process
because the staff (as the agent for the appellants) are no longer neutral in reviewing
the appeal and the County's actions.

A PROFESSIONAL t AW CORPORATION DAKLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANGISCO SANTA ROSA  FRESNO
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To: Commissioner Steve Kinsay

From: Leah S. Goldberg

Re: Bodega Bay Cancerned Citizens Coastal Commission Appeal
Date: October 26, 2011

Page: S

Attached to this memo, please find a PowerPoint that provides visual J¢ .~ of the
BBPUD Bay Flat Road Project. This PowerPoint was provided to{.. Ce ...y Board
of Supervisors and is part of the record.

1734750.2

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION OAKLAND  LQ5 ANGELES SACRAMENTQ  SAN FRANCISCO SAN_..!
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BODEGABAYCONCERI. 1 % il ;: = 1 =

P. O. Box 815
Bodega Bay, CA ' ...

Lol VISR &
CALIF  'NI-. - _. STALCOMMISS N
|* .1 Central Coast District Office
45 Fr, . treet, Suite .. J0 Ty
S u Franc’ -1, CA 94105-2219 S CE VES
QCT 2 7 20M
ATTENTIC. . ..4dy Pap, District Supervisor CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
CC: Dr. Charles Lester, | cecutive Director
Y
Co:- -' =n,tl - A-2-__ -11-037
t 1~ ", .. BodegaBayC...2rmnedCitizens' - .. ..7you
for' sur excelentreview and: '.ff re__rt with 1 jard to the .o Flat
Rc  Well - ., . inBodegaBay. Youran. _isoftheir. . was
superior and ' . fully appreciate your due dili. .1ce in the preraration
‘tho,o . .
Alth~ (Jhy  would like to attend the Substantial |- - noo
. kinOc “ns’vn, itisoutside ourtravel . 'L " esiL.)so.
Ther...~re,” 2+ . . .the C_..missioners approve aefin -

Suue 2. .i-! Issue and schedule a de novo hearing *~- a later ~~*~ and
closeric~1 - w ~ ourmen sers can attend the nrc - ...4ings and
U Trinbo

you for your considera. rn.
Sincer: _,
BODE3ABAYCC. 'Rl D * T
BY: '

Signature on File
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Madrone Audubon Society BN

P. 0. Box 1911 CC IV o
0CT 27 201
Santa Rosa CA 95402 I

COASTAL COMMISSION

October 25, 2011

ftem # W11.5a
Madrone Audubon Society,
Betty Burridge, Research Chair.

Opposed to the Bodea 1! T .

Dear California Coastal Commissioners,

Madrone Audubon has serious concerns regarding the negative effect that the
drilling of this well will have on wildlife on an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area (ESHA), a wetland known as The Rail Ponds, that lies below the drilling site.
The fresh water now flowing into these ponds may be decreased if the well is
drilled, according to a report by Todd Engineers to Brelje and Race, from 65 gpm
to 45 gpm.

The Rail Ponds are part of the Bodega Bay Globally Important Bird Area so
designated in 2001 by The American Bird Conservancy in association with The
Nature Conservancy. (Please see enclosure #1.)

Water depth, salinity, vegetation all will be affected. The presence of The
threatened Red-legged frog (Enclosure #2) was not acknowledged by the
Biological Resource Assessment reports, and bird surveys w . . only done in
August and December, leaving out spring and early summer residents, and even
the Common Yellowthroat, a year round resident but difficult to find. No rails
were found although Sora and Virginia Rails have been seen there in the past

22



year. Some years back the range of the Myrtle Race of the Yellow-rumped
Warbler was redefined by Christmas Bird Counters at the the Rail Ponds, when
hundreds of over-wintering ‘Myrtles’ were identified through careful and skilled
Citizen Science.

There is also reliable hear-say evidence of Steelhead actively seeking entry into

the ponds from Bodega Harbor to spawn as recently as 2009. (My father, Carl H.

Ludemann, an avid fly fisherman, confirmed this information to me prior to his
death.) Since then other Fly Fishers have personally acknc ' :dged to me that
there is a code of secrecy among others to preserve this i:.“ormation.

All this is in addition to Madrone Audubon’s concerns about the danger to the
ESHA and wildlife and vegetation, because of the location of the 80 square foot

chlorination facility proposed directly on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.

In closing, please consider the inappropriateness of the location of the well and
chlorination facility, and the need to protect the Rail Ponds.

Sincerely,

A

Signature on File

\J {,-‘I \)

Betty Burridge, Research Chair

23
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CRLF at Bodega Marsh approximately 0.7 miles away with suitable dispersal corridors
connecting the project site to this major population.

California red-legged frogs may occur within or near the praject site, and may be directly,
indirectly adversely affected by project construction and operation. This potential impact
triggers Section 7 Endangered Spectes Act consultation with USFWS through any U.S
Army Corps of Engineers permit required for project construction. It also meets the
*mandatory finding of significance” criterion for CEQA if it is not assessed and
adequately mitigated.
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(a) Occupied California red-legged frog freshwater marsh habitat at Bodega Marsh (west of Spud Point). The marsh
supports water supply wells currently operated by BBPUD, indicating BBPUD knowiecge of this h:abitat and potential
source population. (b) Adult California red-fegged frog observed in Bodega Marsh on January 25, 2011, on dniftwood in
old well casing. (¢} Mature California red-legged frog in Bodega Marsh, March 4, 2011 (emerged from standing water
with duckweed).

Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi). The MND does not address potential for
occurrence of this special-status species or impacts to it. WRA (2010, Appendix B,
incorrectly asserts that the federally listed tidewater goby’s “potential tor occurrence’ is
“not present. Suitable aquatic habitat is not available or near the project area”. The “rail

Peter R. Baye Ph.D. Bodega Bay Flat Well MND comments
Coastal Feologist, Botanist June 12, 2011
baye@earthlink.net 17
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Letter to the California Coastal Commission Lo L

With regard to:

[W11.5a] Appeal No. A-2-SON-11-37 (Bodega Bay Pu lic Utilities
District, Sonoma Co.) Appeal by Bodega Bay Concerned Citizens from
decision of County of Sonoma granting permit to Bodega Bay Public Utilities
District for a 100 ft.-deep municipal water well, transmission piping, and 80
sq.ft. Chlorination facility, at 1677, 1681, 1685, 1705, 1707 Bay Flat Road,
Bodega Bay, Sonoma County. (RP-SF)

Madrone Audubon Society submits that this project of well, pipelines and
chlorination are sited far to close to the biological resource known as the
Bodega Bay Rail Ponds which are environmentally sensitive habitat area and
are identified as a Sanctuary Preservation Area in the certified LCP. The
project will likely diminish the ponds and there is riparian woodland and
freshwater marsh on the north side of the Rail Ponds which also would be
reduced. These impacts will diminish habitat values; as water flow changes
the vegetation itself will change.

Our Research Chair has submitted a separate letter addressing the Globally
Important Bird Area status of Bodega Bay and that special status species exist
there.

We ask the California Coastal Commission to find substantial issue with this
project. It is inconsistent with the local certified LCP.

Respectfully submitted,

Diane Hichwa, Conservation Chair,

Madrone Audubon Society, PO Box 1911, Santa Rosa, CA 95402
Email: dhichwa@earthlink.net

Telephone: 707-785-1922 (Sea Ranch); 707-483-3130 (cell)
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555 12th Street, Sulte 1500 LeahS.Goldberg ' ., -
Oakland, California 94607 Attorney at Law ’

tel $10.808,2000 Igoldberg@meyersnave,com

fax 510.444.1108

www.meyersnave.com

meyers IaV‘ . | !\' i I

October 28, 2011
il .8 rand U.S. Mail

Mary K. Shailenberger, Chair e
California Coastal Commission o Item: WA1.5a
P.O. Box 354 SoT T LA 0 11037

Clements, CA 95227-0354
Re: AppsealofCL. A-2-SON-1-11-037 BodegaBayP1 ";/ ity . "'t
D .C :wom ¢ llenberger:

Our firm represents the Bodega Bay Public Utility District ("District”) on Ap2- 7~
A-2-SON-11-37 found at item 11.5 on the November 2, 2011 Coastal ¢ . .ission
Agenda. This letter is to request that you make a finding that no =~ * ..al issues
existsin..’ & .3l

BACKGROUND'
The District obtains water from wells at three locations in Bodega ™~ _ ~Sal .;on
Creek, the F .. .olo well field and the Sand Dunes well field. N. . .itional., . .can
be installed at . Imon Creek because the District cannot extractw. = " ing low

flow periods in Salmon Creek.

On February : ., 2006, the California Department of Health Services (now the
Department of Public Health ("CDPH")) notified the District that it could no longer
meet its daily capacity through a combination of water sources and 1. {f ~storc=
facilities. Instead ..« regulations require that the maximum daily ¢ ., ;and be met
from water sources without reliance on water storage.

In response, in August 2007 the District prepared a Master W. 'L "Plan. The
identified three projects that would bring the District into compliance with the new
State regulations on water sources. Two out of three of these prc "=2ts have been
comp .d. 1) The District replaced a well at the Roppolo well field; 2) the [ .trict
replaced a we | at*', . Dunes well field. The third project enablin, ' . vistrict to
comply with State water source requirements is the installation of another |,

! Additional background can be found in the attached PowerPoint.
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In 2008, Tc * ! Engineers prepared an assessment of the exi« "+ ' ulds and
determined that the new well should be installed in the Sand Dunes well 1.~ d
because mu we  -enters the g,." dwater basin than flows or is pumr . * out,
even during drough. years. The Salmon Creek well field is off ... "\s for new wells at
this time and a new well in the Roppolo well field would likely have too many
adverse ., ..ts on environmentally sensitive areas. Because oft limi. ~1son
locating another well in the State Park, the report identified the approximate location
for the new well in an already developed area, This is the .. ite = d Bay Flat Road
well (the “Project”) that is at issue in the above-referenced ap | 'al.

The D trict _ .2d with the Todd Engineering report because the . _llle. = ' o
reasonably close to the existing water distribution lines (al.. ' existingin . Flat
Road), the well = . was easily accessible along already existing driv - 's and was
located in a developed area. And equally important, atthets - . .oft .

homeowners agr- -~ to house the well on her property.

The District subsequently prepared an Initial Study and Miti, . } ~ tive
Declaration (“MND”") for the proposed well. A Notice of Intent to Adoptal . "D was
posted . tthe Project location, mailed to property owners within 3007 « “the
Project and circulated to the State Clearinghouse on June 19, 2008. No comments
regarding i, ade~,'~ ' of the environmental document were received. The District
subseq  tly adopted the MND and filed a Notice of Determi, .on in August 2008.

The D' ' .l discussed the need for a test well and evaluated . >thr - a test well

required a conditional user permit ("CUP") and a coastal . W ormit
("GDP™. Ul nately the District, in consultation with the County, dec’ d to proceed
conservativ .7 and request a CUP and CDP for the test well1 . 1 uld be converted

to a perm- _znt well providing the well supplied adequate quantities of \

The Di “iict¢ ibmitted a coastal permit application (PLP09-0057) to ..~ Jounty « °
Sonoma's P mit and Resource Management Department ("‘PRMD") on. .. 9,
2uu.. OnJuly 2, 2009, PRMD indicated the application was incomplete and
inconsistent with the Local Coastal Plan because the proposed chlori, .., st “ e
to disinfect water from the new well was located adjacenttoa ...’ . .d sanctuary-
preservation area.

The District retained a biologist to identify wetland areas w” wn 100 . of Pro’ ..
components an: directed the District Engineer to move the chlorination facility to an
alternative locay . (from 1665 Bay Flat Road to 1707 Bay Flat . ™ to avoid
locating the chlorination structure within 100 feet of the ad’ | | rail pond or within
100 feetof : ~  ° .Jds. New application materials were pre- . -ed to : .~ this
change and submitted to PRMD on April 7, 2010. Additioir ' 1S were raised
by PRMD and the adjacent property owners and responded to by the District. In
summary, those concerns and related studies included:

28

A PROFEISIONAL LAW CORPORATION OAKLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTAROSA FRESNO



l8/28/2811 19:12

51084441188 MNRSW PAGE

Mary K, Shallenberger

October 28, 2011

Page 3
1. Special ! © " s/endangered species:
a. In March 2010, a WRA study concluded that there areno . ..ds
within 100 feet and no special status species present. =~ sting |
and migratory butterfly mitigation was provided.
2. Imp  sto < lands north of the project site (between " :resic’ ... 1 . .4 and
the Dunes State Park):

a.

In January 17, 2011, a WRA letter concludes no functic . - wetland or
riparian habitat is present in that area. The area contains some ' . 1.
haui . (60 feet to willow, 80 feet to bottom of slc, _; i~ isw ninw ¢

100 foot setback. Waiver criteria for Appendix J and M of Coastal Plan

was provided.

3. Impacts to rail pond (designated sanctuary-preservation area) from well
pumping:

4. P ..

5. Gro

Brelje & Race (B&R) prepared a total dissolved solids (“TDS™ st: dy in
February 2010, to determine conditions in the rail pond. The st. *
concluded that the rail pond and harborare ¢ ..« .dbyan". inch
culv ., water levéls and salinity rise and fall with = =i + . :TDS
m<. uJrements show a groundwater influence.

Todd Engineers assessed short- and long-term effects of pumping in 8
study in March 2010, that concluded that pumpin; . : pew wel would
not significantly impact the rail ponds on a short-or . -termL Jis
and that ground water would continue to flow into the rail pond.

WRA reviewed the B&R and Todd studies to determine ifthe 1 ' “on
of groundwater flow to rail ponds would impact . - Jgical . .. surces
and concluded that the reduction in flow would not signific iy », act
the rail ponds ecology as groundwater will continue to be discharged to
the rail ponds and no significant variation of the current aliin !
variation between tides would occur.

~ | for ground subsidence/foundation issues:

RGH (geotechnical engineers) reviewed the site and conclu . 4 that a
safe foundation for the chlorination facility is aviiev. " 'e, C .. .r 2008.
In a July 13, 2010 memo, Todd Engineers indicated ground
subsidence from pumping the proposed well is extremely unlikely with
a conservative potential subsidence of 0.5 cm at 14 feet, 0.2 cm at 50
feet from the well.

Vit T oment:
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a. E'. produced a memo (August 18, 2010) describing .. !the Project is
inre  .r .to new regulations. The District currently [, 3 aus i 2
capacity to serve its build out population, but not in accordance ' ...\
the new regulations. The memo further indicate. v .. ! District is
obligated to provide service within its boundary and that gr . is
appropriately controlled by the County of Sonoma and the Cc- _ |
Comu,, :ion, not the District.

With the : . *ve info..,» .on, PRMD staff determined that Application PL! ~™.0057
sc. 2'. :for processing on August 31, 2010.

B I ible Agency under CEQA, PRMD staff comp™ = " the
Subsequent‘ \D on June 3, 2011, to address changes int .\,...t (ie. the
relocated chlorin- _~n structure) and subsequently issued a notice of intent to adopt
the Subs .. ...: JIND. On July 12, 2011, the Sonoma County *ard of ” 1parvis. ..
("BOS") conducted the scheduled public hearing on the Su sequent.. J. Ona
prelii. “iary 3-1-1straw 2,1, BOS recommended certifying revi- . and

cons’. ., of the information contained in the Subsequent! 1D, a. | ing the
Subsequent MND, and approving the Project with additional conditions that - yet
to be deve {. The BOS directed County Counseland PRMD <. iitor ntothe

BOS with a resolution reflecting the recommendations and cono. .. dressed by
the BOS including @ . itoring program to identify any impacts to the rail pond.

In mid-July, however, u. : opponents to the Project filed their i -eal with the Coastal
Commission, even before the monitoring program was presented to the BOS for
review consir _ ation.

inther, .U ", F 1D identified a deficiency in its notification procedures for the
July 12, 2011 public hearing and scheduled an additional public .. ring for

Se.  Ler27,2011. PRMD worked with the District to developam - nir. _ul
monitoring program to ensure that any impacts to the rail , onds were ' ., { .. and
re.aedi- 1. Thi:,. . Jre nwas included in the Project's cn ditions of ap .roval
scheduled for the September 27, 2011 meeting. On Septe.. _ 127,22 11, the
Project was approved by a 3-2 vote and included the new monitoring program.

On October 4, 2011, without any prompting or further reques’ . fromthe: o
Coastal Commission ¢ ff, who had held onto the prematurely filed appeal on behalf
of the appellants, n. ..d the County that an appeal had been “timely fi. " The
Coastal Commi- ":n¢. [Ps actions raise concerns because it~ ~ ..rs that the
Coastal Commission was an agent for the appellants in ensuring the timely fili. _ of
an appeal (that otherwise sought to appeal a non-appealable , wodation),
The staff's - ..'~ns ., ve to deprive the District of due process because thes ',
the agent for the appellants) are no longer neutral in reviewing the appeal and 1 ..
County's actions. Further, the appeal preceded development of the rail pond

30

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION OAXLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTA -



18/28/2011 19:12 5184441188 MNRSW PAGE 8B/16

Mary K. Shallenberger
October 28, 2011
Page 5 '

. “nitoring pror  m and the District questions the validity ofan- | 1l. .lathe
ultimate project is not yet known.

NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Coi. . 'tothes’ freportissued inthis matter, thereisin-. ., nosu’ ** /ialissue
raised by this appeal. A substantial issue is defined as one that pre. .. \ts a
‘significant questlon as to conformity with the cemf' ed local coastal program. 2 As the
courtr. - in Hines v. Court of Appeal (*Hines")®, the question of s '«. "l issues
has been guided by five factors:

“4. The c.z Jree of *- ctual and legal support for the local _ .v. ., .at's r_ision
that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified [local coastal
program] and with the public access policies of the Coastal Act;

“2. The . .ntand scope of the development as approved or denied by 1. ™ .al
government;

“3. The si_ “fficance of the coastal resources affected by the decision,;

"4. The recedential value of the local government's decision for future
interpret . ons of its [local coastal program]; and

“6. Wk~ .er the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regionalor< ~  '“e
significance.™

As discussed below, the Project conforms to the LCP and raises no significant
guestions re" 'ng to the conformance with the Sonoma County L~ | Coastal
F . -am (“LCP").

A. Consistency With The Local Coastal Program.

Sonoma County’s staff report (attached to the Coastal Commission Staff report)
thoroughly analyzes this Project in relationship to the LCP and concludes u* . ;
installation of the well is consistent with the LCP. That conclusion is fol' ad by 12
different findings s... ing consistency with every applicable area of . . _ocal
Coastal Program. (T : Resolution #11-0532, dated 9/27/11, pp. 8-13.)

2 (Cal. Code Regs, tit, 14, § 13115
4186 Cal. App. 4% 830 (2010)
4 Id at B49.
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B. = It 1tls Limited To Installation OfA+ =~ =+ "A
Smz 'Cnlori- "~ .~ | And Associated Piping An A r_
Area,
The Project, as described above, consists of installation of a groundw: :rwell, a
small chlorination shed and associated piping—all of which | .i 1 inan
existing de' .oped :a. The well will be instalied in an existing residei..al
subdivision immeu* . ' adjacent to a driveway in a yard ¢. 1 aining non-native
grasses, The piping will be below an existing paved driveway that alre. -, serves as
a utility corridor for water and sewer. The chlorination shed willbe loc ~  adjacent

to an existing driveway in a previously disturbed area.

The well itself will not be pumping continuously. Itspri *ry, tpc :is{ allow . :
District to comply with CDPH requirements to be able to provide the daily maximum
water use entirely from sources rather than water storage. This new well will not
impactthegr | in. :area. The District can currently serve . :exist ., ~emand
and the anticipated buildout of new hook ups as identified in Sonoma County
planning documents through its existing wells and water storage ~ *aci". T '~ well
isonlync.” tocc . 'ywith CDPH requirements on water sour._s. Itis ot
growth inducing.

C. ' astal 2sources Will Not Be Impact- he -

There is no evidence in the record that this Project will positively or negatively
impact coastal resources. In fact, this Project will have no impact on co- _.al

reso', 2s, The well .. " chlorination shed are both located more i»m 1" Yfeet '
any coastal wetlands, Several biologists, including Sonoma County’s biologist, all
made independent assessments that both the well and the chlorination structure are
mare than 100 feet from coastal wetlands. A portion of the piping that will convey
the water from .. : -l to the existing water main in Bay Flat Roac. will be within 100
feet from ., ‘iands, but will be located under an existing roadway an "w be
alongside ot .- utilitiLs that already exist in the roadway. ltis tr. ! that the existing
subdivision \ 1, ~rein the well will be placed is located adjacentto asanc. " vy

prese.” . °, .|, but . » actual distances between coastal resourc ... .. | this well
remain compliant with the LCP requirements. Again, the Sonoma County staff
repo’’ _"scusses this issue in exhaustive detail.

Equally as important, 1 ~ studies prepared by various experts opine that given the
size of the well and 1... amount of water that will be pumped, th. ;e is unlikely to be
any adverse affects on coastal resources or the groundwater . sin from this Project.
On a practic 1m. '« 4, the District relies and will rely onthe gro "+« 'toserv. the
Bodega Bay community both now and in the future. Therefore, the District has more
incentive than anyone to make sure that the aquifer is not overbt = :ned and to
prevent any salt water intrusion into the already limited water supply.
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D. 1 _1County’sDeci. .1 TolssueACo “ -1 "~:| wmit; id
TheC tal -n ™ nt P =1 e Consistent With "~ . Lc :al asf |

Progi._ And Il Have No Adverse Precedential Value.

Issuance of the CUP -, ¥ the CDP in this matter do not strain the County’s
interpretation of its LCP in any way. In fact, issuance of this CUP and CDP comply
with good planning principals by placing the well in an already 'oped ar .and
making use of the existing driveways and roadways rather than adding additional
infrastructure in the native environment. If anything, the detailed planning, studies
and consideration employed in citing this well should be ~ 1.« “for{ ure projects.

E. T2 "~-egalls a ™--~ly Local Matter.

While the appellants want the Commission and others to believe that this is a matter
of national concern, the truth is that this is the quintessential local issue. This is the
case of a local public agency trying to serve the needs of its constituency and
provide necessary drinking water to homeowners in the area. Bodega Bay may be a
national bird sanctuary, but the District's wells will not impact the birds. Constant
groundwater monitoring in the area of the rail ponds and limitations on the timing of
the construction will ensure that there are no impacts to the birds or to any other
coastal resources. '

We appreciate that there are citizens who keep an eye on ictivities " ., . Coastal
Zone to make sure that our valuable coastal resources are not being impacted. In
this case, a detailed and thorough process conducted by Sonama County has
served to ensure protection of the Coastal environment. But it is time to stop
wasting public resources on this matter and to let the District come into compliance
with equally important CDPH mandates. Therefore, we urge you to find no
substantial issue in this case.

Should the Commission find substantial issue, however, the District respectfully
requests that the Commission direct staff to hold the de novo hearing an the matter
within the next six to eight months so that the District can come into compliance with
CDPH requirements.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely yours, L

Signature on File
LJL/E:ah S. Goldberg U
LSGkw
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Attachment

c: Ruby Pap, California Coastal Commission
Ann Cheddar, California Coastal Commission

1736955.1

34

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION OAXLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO  SAN FRANCISCO SANTA ROSA  FRESNO



18/28/2811 18:12 510844411088 MNRSW PAGE 18/16

35




19/28/2811 19:12 51844411@8 MNRSW PAGE 11/16

36




18/28/2811 19:12 5184441188 MNRSW PAGE 12/16

37




18/28/2811 19:12 5104441108 MNRSW PAGE 13/16

38




18/28/2011

19:12

5184441188

"
!g .

y
Q?;H,
: ,}

MNRSW

1l

PAGE

39




lo/28/2011

19:12

5104441108

MNRSW

PAGE

40

15/16




18/28/20811 19:12  51@44411@8 MNRSW PAGE 16/16

Va

4




	W11.5a-11-2011
	W10-11-2011
	OCTOBER 31 2011




