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Pursuant to Section 15071 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this summary of findings and the 
attached Initial Study and mitigations constitute the Mitigated Negative Declaration as proposed 
for or adopted by the County of Sonoma for the project described below:  
 
Project Title: Sebastopol Charter School  
 
PRMD File # UPE14-0090  
 
State Clearinghouse #  
 
Project Location Address:    1080 & 1088 Hurlbut Avenue, Sebastopol                                                      
 APNs:  060-400-018, -019 and -071 
 
Lead Agency: Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department  
 
Decision Making Body: Board of Zoning Adjustments 
 
Property Owner: Charter Foundation 
 
Project Description:   Request for a Use Permit for a new charter school with 

maximum attendance of 360 students in six new classroom 
buildings totaling 20,200 square feet, a 19,500 square foot 
assembly hall, and reuse of the existing 4,800 square foot 
residence as an administration building on three parcels totaling 
20.36 acres. 

 
General Plan: Rural Residential, 2 acre density, Scenic Corridor 
 
Zoning:  RR (Rural Residential), B6-2 acre density, SR (Scenic 

Resources) 
 
Environmental Finding: Based on the attached Initial Study, and with the inclusion of 

project mitigation measures, the project described above would 
not have a substantial adverse impact on the environment. 

 
Initial Study:   Attached.   
 
Mitigation Measures:  Included in the attached Initial Study.  The Applicant has 
 agreed to implement all identified mitigation measures. 
 
This report is the Initial Study required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The 
report was prepared by Brian Millar, AICP, Contract Planner with the Sonoma County Permit and 
Resource Management Department, Project Review Division.  Information on the project was 
provided by applicants. Various consultants provided additional information as identified in this 
Initial Study.  Technical studies referred to in this document are available for review at the Permit 
and Resource Management Department and posted on the PRMD Planning Division webpage. 
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EXISTING USES 
 
The project is developed with a single family residence built in 1962, several outbuildings and 
horse corral, and is also used for grazing. 
 
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The 20.36-acre project site is located on the east side of Highway 116 (Gravenstein Highway 
North) and the west side of Hurlbut Avenue, south of Apple Blossom Lane.  One parcel of 
approximately 16.69 acres (APN -018) is improved with a 4,800 square foot residence 
constructed in 1962.  A barn that was situated on the property was recently removed. The 
remainder of the property, once home to an apple orchard, has been used over many years for 
cattle ranching. Elevations range from 180 to 200 feet above sea level (a.s.l.) with slopes ranging 
from 0-5 percent.   The property is screened by trees along its western and southern sides, while 
the interior of the site is covered mainly by non-native grasses, with a cluster of trees located just 
north of the residence.  A wetland delineation study by the applicant identifies a .04 acre seasonal 
wetland along the eastern perimeter of the property where stormwater may accumulate by a 
culvert crossing Hurlbut Avenue.  Access to the property is currently available from gated 
driveway encroachments onto Hurlbut Avenue. 
 
PROJECT DETAILS 
 
Project Overview: The request is for a Use Permit for a new public charter school with maximum 
attendance of 360 students.  The new school would replace two charter school campuses 
presently located in Sebastopol.  Fully constructed, the project would have a total building 
footprint of approximately 40,300 square feet (sf) and related site improvements: 
 
• 6 classroom buildings housing grades K-8, pre-K, and specialty instruction, ranging in 

size from 2,800 to 4,200 sf.  One classroom would include a small warming kitchen. 
 
• 40 faculty and staff would be employed. 
 
• 1 multi-purpose assembly hall of approximately 19,500 sf, housing an auditorium, 

gymnasium, small commercial kitchen, music room, library, and storage. A central, 
outdoor seating area/small amphitheater and playfields would be located by the school 
buildings. 

 
• The existing 4,800 sf residence would be repurposed and upgraded to serve as 

administrative and faculty offices, including an upgraded kitchen. 
 
•  A sports field (with track) and basketball court would be constructed on the east portion of 

the property, near Hurlbut Avenue.   
 
• The remaining acreage would be used for orchards, gardens, trails and open space. 

Several outbuildings would be located within the open space area, including a barn and 
orchard/garden harvest storage area, utility, equipment, and woodworking sheds (a 
covered work area; only hand tools are used for woodworking).  

  
•  A pick-up/drop-off loop and parking lot would be constructed along the south and 

southwest corner of the site.  
 
Access: Primary vehicular access to the campus would be via the existing eastern leg of the 
signalized Mill Station intersection with Hwy 116, which opens into the O’Reilly Media parking lot.  
Leading northwest from the O’Reilly driveway, the school driveway entrance would cross the 
West County Trail onto the campus portion of the site.  The property currently has a 70-foot wide 
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easement for pedestrian and vehicular traffic across the Trail as the result of a court judgment. 
The current easement crosses the West County Trail approximately 175 feet east of the Trail’s 
north-south segment along Hwy 116.  In order to extend traffic queuing distance and to better 
align the school driveway with the Trail, the applicant is negotiating with Sonoma County 
Regional Parks (“Regional Parks”) to relocate this entrance. It would pass through a portion of the 
O’Reilly parcel, before crossing the West County Trail at a perpendicular angle approximately 185 
feet further east.  The easement would be approximately 70 feet in width, in which the applicant 
would construct the driveway, sidewalk, drainage, utilities, and related improvements to serve the 
proposed school. Vehicles entering or exiting the campus would be stopped in both directions at 
the West County Trail intersection via stop signs which will be posted, retaining unimpeded 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic using the Trail. The applicant has an executed memorandum of 
understanding with the O’Reilly Media property owner addressing this proposed driveway use. 
The County will also grant the applicant 2 10-foot wide pedestrian and bicycle easements that will 
improve student access to and from the campus. 
 
Under prospective terms of the agreement with Regional Parks, the applicant would also grant 
and construct an 8-foot wide paved trail within a 15-foot wide public access easement across the 
school property to improve public access to the existing signalized crosswalk at the intersection of 
Highway 116 and Mill Station Road, and provide five parking spaces at the southwest corner of 
the site for public Trail users.  The applicant will also construct bollards or barricades to prevent 
cross traffic entering and leaving the school grounds and will install signage acceptable to 
Regional Parks on the Trail to warn approaching Trail users of the school crossing. The applicant 
would also construct and maintain minor storm drainage improvements near the West County 
Trail on a separate storm drainage easement from Regional Parks. Final executed easement 
agreements with the O’Reilly Media property owner and Regional Parks sufficient for the 
proposed use will be required as a condition of approval. 
 
The site’s existing residential driveway from Hurlbut Avenue would be re-purposed for emergency 
vehicle access only.  To avoid traffic impacts along Hurlbut Avenue, the applicant has indicated 
they would strongly discourage families from using Hurlbut Avenue as either a “cut through” 
corridor to access the campus or as a drop-off point for children.  A project condition of the project 
would require all student drop-offs and pick-ups by vehicle to use the main entry driveway off of 
Highway 116. 
 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Access: With the agreement of Regional Parks, two pedestrian access paths 
would connect the campus to the Trail.  One path would be located west of the school driveway.  
The other would be located at the eastern end of the project site, west of Hurlbut Avenue. 
 
Parking: All anticipated parking needs for regular school functions (e.g., daily attendance, school-
wide assemblies, graduation) would be accommodated on-site by means of 91 paved spaces, 
including 5 accessible spaces, and 30 non-paved, overflow spaces.  As noted above, five of the 
parking spaces would be available for public use by the edge of the West County Trail. Bicycle 
parking (28 spaces) would also be provided throughout the campus. 
 
Project Design: The applicant has indicated that proposed building forms are inspired by 
vernacular agricultural structures and barns.  The school is considering pre-engineered metal 
buildings as a construction approach due to its familiarity as an agricultural structure in this 
region, as well as its lower cost relative to wood-framed construction and modular classroom 
construction. The assembly hall is the largest building on the campus and is sited to take 
advantage of the existing slope.  The west side of the building appears as a one-story structure 
with a long porch facing the central pathway.  From the east, the building shows a taller profile, 
and houses the School’s indoor assembly hall. A large wooden and metal screen that can be 
planted with vines forms part of a porch element that includes barn doors that open from the 
assembly space toward the outdoor playfields and sports court.  The north porch of the building 
frames one end of an outdoor seating area/small amphitheater and courtyard, with doors that 
open into the building’s lobby.  The south porch provides a covered entry to the assembly space.  
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The classroom buildings are similar in aesthetics to the assembly hall, although smaller in scale.  
They have gable roofs typical of a barn, with canted bays at each end.  Roof vents add 
architectural character, daylighting and natural ventilation for the classrooms.     
 
In keeping with local barn vernacular, the applicant indicates that proposed building materials 
were selected for their natural appearance, local availability, sustainability, and durability.  The 
buildings are clad in matte medium-grey to grey-green corrugated metal panels with Western Red 
Cedar siding at doorways and under porches.  Brown standing seam metal roofing is proposed, 
allowing for easy installation of future photovoltaic arrays as funding becomes available.  Window, 
door and vent exteriors are proposed as metal with a baked-enamel finish in a neutral, muted 
palette.  
 
The project incorporates passive design to maximize daylight and natural ventilation, minimize 
heat loss and allow for smaller, more efficient mechanical equipment.  Wherever possible, the 
design uses natural building materials from renewable sources, or otherwise selected for their 
recycled content.  Water conservation design features include the use of cisterns to capture roof 
water and the incorporation of bio-swales and bio-retention basins to minimize site run-off and 
supplement groundwater irrigation. 
 
The campus would not be illuminated regularly at night, except for minimal security lighting.  The 
proposed sports field would not be illuminated.  For the occasional evening event when exterior 
lighting is required, the campus would be lit with a collection of efficient fixtures with light sources 
shielded from the night sky and neighboring properties.  Low pole-mounted fixtures would light 
the parking lot; bollard and step light fixtures would illuminate the main campus paths and exterior 
steps.  Lighting levels would not exceed Building Code minimums. 
 
Landscaping: Trees would be planted throughout the site. The dominant trees would be native 
oaks.  New orchard trees would provide a visual signature and provide reference to the site’s 
history as an orchard.  Accent trees would provide smaller-scaled variety and color.  Drought-
tolerant native and Mediterranean species of shrubs and groundcovers are proposed for lower 
story plantings. The proposed landscape treatment is focused in six areas that move 
progressively from southwest to north through the site, summarized below.  Additionally there is a 
large area surrounding the campus core which is identified for future agricultural uses.  
 

1. Entry Drive, Parking Area, and Drop-off Area 
2. Central Pathway 
3. Amphitheater Court  
4. Classroom Courtyards  
5. Lower School Village (K-2 classroom area) 
6. Sports field  and paved basketball court 
  

Community Access and Use: The applicant proposes to construct a connector path to the West 
County Trail, and from the Trail across the southwestern corner of the site to Highway 116. As 
noted above, five of the parking spaces would be available for public use by the edge of the West 
County Trail. Use of the campus and facilities as a community resource will be limited to no more 
than four indoor events per year, restricted to no more than 350 attendees, occurring Monday 
through Sunday between the hours of 9 am and 8 pm. 
 
Utilities: The project site has existing single phase electrical service via overhead conductors from 
Apple Blossom Lane.  A 3-phase transformer would be installed and the service would be 
undergrounded close to its point of entry onto the property.  Natural gas service is available via 
Hurlbut Avenue.  The site is currently served by two wells.  A third well with a 50’ sanitary seal 
would be drilled for the school’s domestic water use.  The existing wells would either be 
decommissioned or would remain to serve agricultural and irrigation purposes.  An estimated 
50,000 gallon storage tank would be installed to provide necessary water for fire suppression. 
With respect to wastewater, percolation testing conducted by Adobe Associates has identified 
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four potential leach fields.  The project would utilize three of those fields, which have been 
determined to provide adequate capacity for a standard wastewater system to serve the 
proposed student, staff and visitor population along with the warming and commercial kitchens. 
 
Noise and Privacy: In order to minimize noise and maintain privacy for neighbors, the majority of 
the school buildings would be clustered on the eastern side of the site, away from the residences 
immediately adjoining the property along the northern and western sides.  The proposed outdoor 
playfields and track would occupy the southeastern corner of the site, closest to residences to the 
east which are separated by Hurlbut Avenue. Some residences are located across the West 
County Trail  Proposed school buildings are set back approximately 200 feet from the northern 
and eastern property lines, 290 feet from the western line, and 75 feet from the southern line. The 
outdoor sports field (with track) is set back approximately 50 feet from the southern property line 
(and 100 feet from the residential properties south of the West County Trail), and 16 feet from the 
east property line along Hurlbut Avenue.  Existing and new trees would provide additional 
screening and privacy for portions of the project.  Outside play and exercise areas would 
generate student noise.  Students would gather in the campus courtyard for lunches, breaks, and 
for community celebrations, plays, and orchestral performances featuring string and woodwind 
instruments. The applicant has proposed that special events would be held at the site (see 
discussion below), with most of these occurring indoors. The outdoor events would include plays, 
school picnic, games and ceremonies, and a concert, all of which would be unamplified and with 
two of the outdoor events (plays) being held in the evening. The school does not use bells, 
broadcast public address systems, or any form of amplified outside sound.  Noise impacts and 
mitigation are addressed in Section 12 of the Initial Study. 
 
Hours of Operation and Special Events: Operational hours during the September through June 
school year will be Monday through Friday, from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. for staff.  Hours for students and 
their families will typically be 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., except for younger grades (K-2), which 
typically will be dismissed at 12:45 p.m. Operational hours during the summer will be Monday 
through Friday, from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., but ordinarily with far fewer people on site.  
 
As part of the school’s regular programming, the campus will occasionally be used for certain 
unamplified events such as concerts and plays, and a handful of school-wide, weekend events.  
These events, which will be open to school families and their invited guests but not the general 
public, are described below. All of these events occur on school days, unless otherwise indicated. 
 

Event Name Description Hours Attendance Location Distance 
from PL 

Rose Ceremony Opening and closing 
ceremonies at the 
beginning and end of the 
school year during which 
8th grade and 1st grade 
students exchange roses.   
A song is sung by the 
students.  A school verse 
is recited. 

8:00 am – 
9:00 am 

All school 
students and staff 
with approx. 50 
parents in 
attendance 
(350 attendees) 

Amphitheater 350 feet 

Graduation 8th grade commencement 
service with student 
speakers.  A song is 
sung by the students.  
The school verse and 
upper school verse are 
recited.  Reception 
follows. 

4:00 pm – 
7:00 pm 

8th grade 
students and 
families and 
invited guests 
(200 attendees) 

Amphitheater 350 feet 

School Picnic Casual community get-
together with small 

12:00 pm – 
3:00 pm 

Partial 
attendance by 

Amphitheater, sp  
field, classroom  

Varies 
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clusters (4 – 10 people) 
gathering to share a 
picnic lunch. 

**may be a 
weekend 
event 

school families 
(150 attendees) 

courtyard 

Play of Courage Play celebrating the 
autumn.  Each class 
performs a role in the 
play.  Several songs are 
sung.  The school verse 
is recited.  Cider-pressing 
and shared snack follow. 

10:00 am – 
12:00 pm 

All school 
students and staff 
with approx. 50 
parents in 
attendance 
(350 attendees) 

Amphitheater 350 feet 

8th Grade Play 8th grade play 
performance, typically 
Shakespeare.   

One daytime 
performance 
for school: 
8:30 am –  
10:30 am 
One evening 
performance 
for parents: 
6:00 pm –  
8:00 pm 

3rd through 7th 
grades  
(180 attendees) 
 
 
 
8th grade families 
and guests 
(150 attendees) 

Amphitheater 350 feet 

May Fair May pole dancing with 
various classes to 
acoustical musical 
accompaniment; small 
gathering follows; wreath-
making and other crafts. 

8:30 am –  
noon 

All school 
students and staff 
with approx. 50 
parents in 
attendance 
(350 attendees) 

Classroom  
courtyard 

270 feet 

Explorers’ 
Tournament 

7th grade students 
working in small teams 
(about 10 students with 1 
adult guide) use 
compasses and 
undertake a variety of 
orienteering activities 
around the site.  

8:30 am – 
3:00 pm 

7th grade 
students from 
Sebastopol 
Charter and other 
public Waldorf 
schools 
(200 attendees) 

Opening and  
Closing  
Instructions: 
Amphitheater 
 
Small teams 
disbursed  
around site. 

Varies 

Greek Games 5th grade students gather 
in groups of about 20 
students at a number of 
field event stations such 
as discus toss, javelin 
throw, long jump, and 
relay race. 

8:30 am – 
3:00 pm 

5th grade 
students from 
Sebastopol 
Charter and other 
public Waldorf 
schools 
(200 attendees) 

Sports Field 50-270 feet 

Medieval 
Games 

6th grade students gather 
in groups of about 20 
students for a variety of 
athletic activities such as 
mud-puddle jump, 
archery, and simulated 
sword fight. 

8:30 am – 
3:00 pm 

6th grade 
students from 
Sebastopol 
Charter and other 
public Waldorf 
schools 
(200 attendees) 

Sports Field 50-270 feet 

Track & Field 
Meet 

8th grade students gather 
in groups of about 20 
students at a number of 
field event stations such 
as discus toss, javelin 
throw, long jump, and 
relay race. 

8:30 am – 
3:00 pm 

8th grade 
students from 
Sebastopol 
Charter and other 
public Waldorf 
schools 
(200 attendees) 

Sports Field 50-270 feet 
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Project Phasing: The project would be constructed in phases, correlated to the applicant’s funding 
resources.  Total construction is anticipated to be completed within 12 years as follows: 
 
• Phase one would include the site infrastructure, renovation of the existing residence to 

serve as the school office, construction of two classroom buildings, placement of up to 
ten temporary modular classrooms, and construction of some of the school’s planned 
outdoor play and woodworking areas.  The temporary modular classrooms may be offset 
from the footprints for the permanent classrooms as depicted in the site plan in order to 
allow for construction of the latter before the modulars are removed. 

 
• Phase two would include construction of the sports field (with track), and basketball court. 
 
• Phase three would include construction of the assembly hall. 
 
• Phase four would include replacement of the temporary modular classrooms with 

permanent buildings. 
 
To comply with General Plan Policy LU-6e(7), the applicant proposes to merge all underlying 
parcels resulting in the developed site occupying less than 10 acres of the combined property.  
 
SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING:   
  
The project site is bordered on the north by residential parcels along Apple Blossom Lane (zoned 
Rural Residential B6 2-acre density); on the east by Hurlbut Avenue, across which are residential 
parcels (RR B6 2); and on the west by residential parcels along Apple Blossom Court (RR B6 2).  
West of those parcels is Highway 116.  The property’s southern line borders the West County 
Trail, which bisects the main property from its small (0.11 acres) southwestern corner.  The West 
County Trail connects to the West County Trail at Highway 116.  Immediately south of the trail, 
within Sebastopol City limits, is the O’Reilly Media corporate center (City zoning O/LI), with 
frontage along Highway 116, and residential properties closer to Hurlbut Avenue to the east 
(within the City of Sebastopol)).  The project includes a proposed driveway connection from the 
O’Reilly Media property, crossing the Trail. 
 
Neighborhood Contacts: The project applicant has met with neighbors about the project.  The 
applicant contacted 62 neighbors surrounding the project site, both immediately adjacent to the 
property as well as beyond the minimum 300 foot radius.  Contact was made by mail, email, and 
hand-delivered flyers.  Two neighborhood meetings were held, in February and June 2014, to 
introduce the school, present the project, and solicit input.  The applicant has indicated that 
neighbors expressed desires for generous open space, large setbacks, and avoidance of 
increased traffic along Hurlbut Avenue, and that these issues have been considered in the project 
design. 
 
Initial Study Checklist 
 
This checklist is taken from Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  For each item, one of 
four responses is given: 
 

No Impact: The project would not have the impact described.  The project may have 
a beneficial effect, but there is no potential for the project to create or add increment to 
the impact described. 
 
Less Than Significant Impact:  The project would have the impact described, but the 
impact would not be significant.  Mitigation is not required, although the project applicant 
may choose to modify the project to avoid the impacts. 
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Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated:  The project would have the impact 
described, and the impact could be significant.  One or more mitigation measures have 
been identified that will reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Potentially Significant Impact:  The project would have the impact described, and the 
impact could be significant.  The impact cannot be reduced to less than significant by 
incorporating mitigation measures.  An environmental impact report must be prepared for 
this project. 

 
Each question on the checklist was answered by evaluating the project as proposed, that is, 
without considering the effect of any added mitigation measures.  The checklist includes a 
discussion of the impacts and mitigation measures that have been identified.  The project 
applicants have agreed to accept all mitigation measures listed in this checklist as conditions of 
approval of the proposed project. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with 
Mitigation” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
        Aesthetics         Agricultural & Forest Resources          Air Quality 
        Biological Resources         Cultural Resources         Geology/Soils 
        Greenhouse Gas Emission         Hazards & Hazardous Materials         Hydrology/Water Quality 
        Land Use and Planning         Mineral Resources   X    Noise 
        Population/Housing         Public Services         Recreation 
  X   Transportation/Traffic         Utilities/Service Systems  
        Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
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 Department.  
 
  X   Project Application and Description 
  X   County Planning Department’s Sources and Criteria Manual 
  X   Sonoma County General Plan and Associated EIR 
  X   Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance 
  X   Project Referrals from Responsible Agencies 
  X   State and Local Environmental Quality Acts (CEQA) 
  X    Correspondence received on project. 
  X    Project Plans   
  X   Other technical reports: 

1. Biological Assessment, prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting dated 
July, 2014.   

2. Wetland Delineation prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting dated July, 
2014.   

3. Special-Status Plant Survey prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting dated 
July, 2014.   

4. Groundwater Supply Assessment prepared by EBA Engineering dated 
November 2015. 

5. Supplemental Opinion Letter, Groundwater Supply Assessment, EBA 
Engineering, dated April 2016. 

6. Environmental Noise Study prepared by Wilson Ihrig & Associates dated 
October 26, 2015.  

7. Environmental Noise Study Addendum, dated January 25, 2016 and April 27, 
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2016. 
8. Traffic Impact Study, prepared by W-Trans, dated November 2015. 
9. Peer review of W-Trans Traffic Impact Study, prepared by Omni-Means, 2015. 
10. Traffic Impact Study Memorandum, Sonoma County Department of 

Transportation and Public Works, April 21, 2016. 
11. Neighborhood Traffic and Transportation Mode of Analysis prepared by Fehr 

& Peers, dated November 2015. 
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1. AESTHETICS  Would the project: 
 

a)   Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

         X  

The project site is within the Sonoma County’s General Plan Scenic Corridor designation for 
Highway 116.  The Scenic Corridor designation requires that structures be located 200-feet from 
the centerline of Highway 116: 
 

 Policy OSRC-3c: Establish a rural Scenic Corridor setback of 30 percent of the depth of 
the lot to a maximum of 200 feet from the centerline of the road unless a different setback 
is provided. 

 
This setback would be met, as the closest proposed structural development would be placed 
approximately 450 feet off the Highway (a shelter), with the main structures of the school to be 
located approximately 650 feet or more off the Highway.  Building height of the tallest building 
(the assembly hall) would be 37 ft-6 inches at the roof peak, while school buildings would be 
approximately 20 ft. Substantial screening of the structures would also occur via a line of mature 
trees at the southwest corner of the site. With distance from the highway, partial screening of the 
site from the highway by trees and the design of the structures, this impact is anticipated to be 
less than significant. Design Review will also be required, pursuant to County Code, which could 
result in reduction in the height limit of the assembly hall or other design changes if deemed 
appropriate. 
 
A standard condition of approval would require review and approval of the site plan, building 
elevations and heights, signage, lighting plan, landscaping and irrigation plans by the Design 
Review Committee prior to issuance of building permits, using the design review standards 
provided in Subchapter 26.82 of the County Zoning Ordinance.     

b)   Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project would not substantially damage any scenic resources.  There would be limited tree 
removals as part of site development.  The site contains no rock outcroppings or historic 
buildings.  The closest proposed structural development would be placed approximately 450 feet 
off the Highway (a shelter), with the main structures of the school to be located approximately 
650 feet or more off the Highway.  Building height of the tallest building (the assembly hall) would 
be 37 ft-6 inches at the roof peak, while school buildings would be approximately 20 ft. 
Substantial screening of the structures would also occur via a line of mature trees at the 
southwest corner of the site. With distance from the highway, partial screening of the site from 
the highway by trees and the design of the structures, this impact is anticipated to be less than 
significant.  

c)   Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 
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surroundings?  Mitigation 
Incorporation 

        X  

Although the project includes a substantial amount of new construction, the new school buildings 
are set back 650 feet or more from the Highway.  The proposed building forms are generally 
agrarian in character.   The design of the metal buildings use elements of  vernacular agricultural 
design with a combination of corrugated metal and wood siding, gable roofs and deep porches. 
Building height at the roof peak of the assembly hall would be 37 ft-6 inches at the roof peak, 
while school buildings would be approximately 20 ft. The project proposes a collection of smaller 
buildings to work with the site’s topography and to be more in keeping with the scale of the 
existing residential neighborhood.  Colors and materials of the proposed buildings would aid in 
reducing any potential visual impacts.  Grading is proposed as new buildings and related site 
features are installed, with project plans indicating 12,700 cubic yards of cut and 3,200 cubic 
yards of fill; design of grading is addressed through building placement and use of on-site 
landscaping.  A sound barrier would be required on portions of the east side of the property along 
Hurlbut Avenue and along the south property line, to help attenuate noise from games field use. 
(See discussion under Noise, below.) Design of the sound barriers would be evaluated as part of 
the project Design Review process. A standard condition of approval would require review and 
approval of the site plan, building elevations, signage, lighting plan, landscaping and irrigation 
plans by the Design Review Committee prior to issuance of building permits, using the design 
review standards provided in Subchapter 26.82 of the County Zoning Ordinance.  The project 
would not cause a substantial visual impact. 

d)   Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime view in the area?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project would add new structures to the site and thus introduce new sources of light and 
glare.  The campus would not be illuminated regularly at night, except for minimal security 
lighting.  The proposed games field would not be illuminated.  For the occasional evening event 
when exterior lighting is required, the campus would be lit with a collection of efficient fixtures 
with light sources shielded from the night sky and neighboring properties.  Low pole-mounted 
fixtures would light the parking lot; bollard and step light fixtures would illuminate the main 
campus paths and exterior steps.  Lighting levels would not exceed Building Code minimums. 
 
The following standard condition of approval would be required: “Prior to issuance of the Building 
Permit, an exterior lighting plan shall be submitted to the Design Review Committee for review 
and approval.  Exterior lighting is required to be fully shielded, and directed downward to prevent 
"wash out" onto adjacent properties.  Generally fixtures should accept sodium vapor lamps and 
not be located at the periphery of the property.  Flood lights are not allowed.  The lighting shall be 
installed in accordance with the approved lighting plan during the construction phase.” 

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

Would the project:  
a)   Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The site is designated farmland of local importance, not Prime, Unique or of Statewide 
importance, and therefore would have no impact regarding conversion of Prime, Unique or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

b)   Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or Williamson Act Contract? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The Rural Residential zoning district under Section 26-18-020(f), allows for public schools, 
subject, at a minimum, to the criteria of general plan Policy LU-6e.  The project site is not under a 
Williamson Act contract. 
 

c)   Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 4526) or timberland 
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code Section 51104(g)? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project site is not under the TP (Timberland Production) zoning district.   

d)   Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project does not result in a loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
The site is primarily used for grazing, and does not contain forest land.  

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? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  
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The project proposes to utilize the project site for a public charter school, a use which is allowed 
in the Rural Residential zoning district under Section 26-18-020(f),  subject, at a minimum, to the 
criteria of general plan Policy LU-6e. The site is currently in residential use, with accessory 
agricultural use (grazing). Consistent with County General Plan policy, the project site will retain 
at least 50 percent of the acreage in open space use, which is planned for passive open space, 
orchards and similar uses. The project will not have a significant impact upon or result in 
conversion of farmland or forest land to non-forest uses. There are no agricultural or forest land 
uses on adjoining properties. 

3. AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or 
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  
  
Would the project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The main purpose of an air quality plan is to bring an area into compliance with the 
requirements of federal and State air quality standards. Air quality plans describe air pollution 
control strategies to be implemented by a city, county, or region.  Based on the project’s location 
the project is within the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.  Emissions 
from traffic accessing the school site would be below the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District Criteria (BAAQMD) and would not obstruct the implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan.    
 
In addition, the project would not generate significant ozone precursors as the project does not 
include any stationary emission sources (i.e. smoke stacks, industrial manufacturing).  The only 
additional emissions into the air are mobile sources caused by vehicles.  Thresholds of 
significance for air quality impacts for this area are established by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD).  The Bay Area is not in attainment for ozone under federal 
and state standards, and not in attainment of state PM10 (particulate matter) standards; 
therefore, increases above thresholds set by BAAQMD for ozone and PM10 could be 
considered significant. 
 
The Sonoma County General Plan Resource Conservation Element addresses pollutants from 
mobile sources (e.g., transportation sources).  The project would create traffic, therefore the 
following goal would be relevant to the proposed project: 
 
Goal RC-13:  Preserve and maintain good air quality and provide for an air quality standard that 
will protect human health and preclude crop, plant, and property damage in accordance with 
requirements of the federal and State CAA’s (Clean Air Act). 
 
State and Federal standards have been established for the “criteria pollutants”: ozone, carbon 
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide, and particulate (PM10 and PM2.5).  To determine 
whether standards for any of these pollutants would be violated, the emissions from both 
stationary and mobile sources must be considered.  The project would not add any new 
equipment or processes that would have significant emissions or require permits from the Air 
District. 
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The BAAQMD developed simple screening methods to determine whether project traffic would 
generate sufficient emissions to warrant more detailed computer modeling (BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines).  Based on these screening methods, the emission of criteria pollutants would be 
less than significant. 
 
The first screening method involves a comparison of the proposed project to a list of other 
projects that are considered to generate enough traffic to warrant further analysis.  All of the 
examples in the list generate at least 3,000 trips per day.  The traffic study states that the project 
would generate 360 new vehicle trips during the a.m. peak hour and 240 trips during the p.m. 
peak hour, with total daily trips well below Air District CEQA Guidelines examples. 
 
The BAAQMD recommends computer modeling for carbon monoxide emissions when a project 
would generate 10,000 trips per day.  Given the low traffic generation of this project relative to 
that screening level, the project’s emission of carbon monoxide would be less than significant. 
 

b)   Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project consists of a type of land use that does not have a mobile or stationary source of 
emissions like smoke stacks.  In addition, based on the relatively low traffic volumes expected 
with this project and lower air emissions factors for newer vehicles, the emissions of ozone 
precursors (hydrocarbons and NOX) and particulates would not be cumulatively considerable.  

c)   Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increate 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)?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   
     X 

 
      

During grading and construction activities, dust would be generated.  The amount of dust 
generated would be highly variable and is dependent on the size of the area disturbed, amount 
of activity, soil conditions and meteorological conditions.  Typical winds during late spring 
through summer are from the west-northwest.   
 
PM10 is the pollutant of greatest concern associated with dust.  Standard dust control 
requirements are included in the conditions of approval for the proposed project, as follows: 
 
The Permit Holder shall be responsible for controlling dust and debris during all construction 
phases.  Consistent with BAAQMD guidance, the following measures shall be implemented by 
the permit holder on the project site during the construction period: 
  
● Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
● Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to                 

maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 
● Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 

access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites. 
● Sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas 
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and staging areas at construction sites. 
● Sweep streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried 

onto adjacent public streets. 
● Hydro-seed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas. 
● Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles 

dirt, sand, etc. 
● Limit traffic speeds on unpaved access roads to 15 mph. 
● Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 

roadways. 
● Replant vegetation and ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 
 
 

d)   Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project does not propose a use (charter school) which would generate substantial 
pollutants, nor would it be located in proximity to a land use which generates substantial 
pollutant concentrations.    

e)   Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project does not propose a use (charter school) which would create objectionable odors. 
 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  Would the project:  
a)   Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  
   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  
 
 

 
 

      X   

 

A Biological Assessment, a Wetland Delineation and a Special-Status Plant Survey were 
prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting on the project site.  The studies determined: 
 
- The project site is not located within the current designated Critical Habitat Range of the 

Sonoma County California Tiger Salamander; 
 
- The project site is not located within the mapped area of the Santa Rosa Plains 

Conservation Strategy for Projects that May Affect California Tiger Salamander and 
Three Endangered Plant Species on the Santa Rosa Plain, California (USFWS 2008); 
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- It is unlikely that the proposed project would impact any special-status plants known for 
the Quadrangle or the region based on the habitat present and historic use of the project 
site (Special-Status Plant Survey July 2014); 

 
- It is unlikely that the proposed project would impact any special-status animals known for 

the Quadrangle or the region based on the habitat present and historic use of the project 
sites; 

 
- There is a seasonal wetland on the northwest property line; 
 
- There are no indications for the presence of Sensitive Natural Communities regulated by 

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the 
property; 

 
- No riparian vegetation would be removed by the proposed project; 
 
- The proposed project would not substantially interfere with native wildlife species, wildlife 

corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites; 
  
- There is no reason to expect “take” or any impacts to special-status species, or impacts 

to jurisdictional wetlands as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Therefore, it has been determined that the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
biological species. 
 

b)   Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

        X 

No development is proposed within or in close proximity to any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the CDFW or 
USFWS.  
 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

        X  

The site contains a wet depression located on the northeast side of the property where storm 
water may back up from a culvert crossing Hurlbut Avenue.  This area, 0.04 acres in size, meets 
the criteria for, and has been found to be, a seasonal wetland.  No construction is proposed in 
this area, and project conditions of approval will require a low fence or barrier to distinguish this 
area, minimizing potential for intrusion to the area.  The project would not have a substantial 
adverse effect on wetlands. 
 

d)   Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 
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wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

  X  

Based on the project description and site plan, and as assessed in the Biological Assessment 
prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting the project would not interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species. There are no resident or migratory 
fisheries habitat on the project site. 

e)   Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project is subject to the Sonoma County Tree Protection Ordinance.  Although some trees 
would be removed with the project, extensive replanting is proposed so that Ordinance 
requirements are met. There are no known Heritage or Landmark Trees on the project site that 
would be impacted by development.  
 

f)   Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan? 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

Habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans are site-specific plans to 
address effects on sensitive species of plants and animals.  The project site is not located in an 
area subject to a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.   

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES   Would the project: 
 
a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined 
in §15064.5? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

Clark Historic Resource Consultants reviewed the barn (previously removed) to determine if it 
had significance as a historic resource.   A determination was made that, as an individual building 
(not part of a historic farmstead), it possessed no significance as it lacked integrity of setting, 
character and had been altered over the years.  There are no historical resources located on the 
project site. 
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b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

 A referral on the project was sent to the Northwest Information Center, who did not request a site 
study.  Additionally, project referral notice was provided as part of Tribal consultation, and no 
responses were received.  In order to ensure that no cultural or archaeological resources are 
unearthed during ground disturbing activities, a standard condition would be required for the 
project, as follows: 
 
The following notes shall be included on building or grading plans for ground disturbing activities:   
  
"During construction activities, if archaeological remains are uncovered, work at the place of 
discovery should be halted immediately until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the finds 
pursuant to Government Code Section 15064.5.  If archaeological materials such as pottery, 
arrowheads or midden are found, all work shall cease and PRMD staff shall be notified so that 
the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist (i.e., an archaeologist registered with the 
Society of Professional Archaeologists). Artifacts associated with prehistoric sites include 
humanly modified stone, shell, bone or other cultural materials such as charcoal, ash and burned 
rock indicative of food procurement or processing activities.  Prehistoric domestic features 
include hearths, firepits, or house floor depressions whereas typical mortuary features are 
represented by human skeletal remains.  Historic artifacts potentially include all by-products of 
human land use greater than 50 years of age including trash pits older than fifty years of age.  
The developer shall designate a Project Manager with authority to implement the mitigation prior 
to issuance of a building/grading permit.   When contacted, a member of PRMD Project Review 
staff and the archaeologist shall visit the site to determine the extent of the resources and to 
develop proper procedures required for the discovery.  No work shall commence until a 
protection plan is completed and implemented subject to the review and approval of the 
archaeologist and Project Review staff. Mitigation may include avoidance, removal, preservation 
and/or recordation in accordance with accepted professional archaeological practice. 
 
If human remains are encountered, all work must stop in the immediate vicinity of the discovered 
remains and PRMD staff, County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist must be notified 
immediately so that an evaluation can be performed.  If the remains are deemed to be Native 
American and prehistoric, the Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted by the 
Coroner so that a "Most Likely Descendant" can be designated." 
 

c)   Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

No unique geological features exist on the property to be impacted by the proposed project. The 
geology of the site and the nature of the project make it extremely unlikely that paleontological 
resources would be encountered or destroyed.  
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d)   Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

In the event that human remains are unearthed during construction, state law requires that the 
County Coroner be contacted in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety 
Code to investigate the nature and circumstances of the discovery.  If the remains were 
determined to be native American interment, the Coroner would follow the procedure outlined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.5(e). 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS:   Would the project:  
 
a)   Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving: 
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of 
a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines 
and Geology Special Publication 42. 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  
 
 
 

The site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo fault zone or on a known fault based on the Safety 
Maps in the Sonoma County General Plan.  The Uniform Building Code as been developed to 
address seismic events in California and development which complies with the Code would result 
in buildings which should withstand the most severe reasonably anticipated seismic event. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X    

All of Sonoma County is subject to seismic shaking that would result from earthquakes along the 
San Andreas, Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek, and other faults. Predicting seismic events is not 
possible, nor is providing mitigation that can entirely reduce the potential for injury and damage 
that can occur during a seismic event.  However, using accepted geotechnical evaluation 
techniques and appropriate engineering practices, potential injury and damage can be 
diminished, thereby exposing fewer people and less property to the effects of a major damaging 
earthquake. The design and construction of the new school structures is subject to load and 
strength standards of the California Building Code (CBC), which take seismic shaking into 
account.  Project conditions of approval require that building permits be obtained for all 
construction and that the project meet all standard seismic and soil test/compaction 
requirements.  The project would therefore not expose people to substantial risk of injury from 
seismic shaking with standards and requirements set forth in the California Building Code (CBC).   
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iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The California Building Code and the codes and policies of Sonoma County have been 
developed to address seismic hazards to the most reasonable extent possible.  The development 
would have to comply with the design and construction is in compliance with the seismic design 
requirements of the California Building Code (CBC). 

iv. Landslides? Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

       X 

The project site is not located in a landslide prone area as shown on Geology for Planning in 
Sonoma County Special Report 120 Slope Stability. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project includes grading, cuts and fills which require the issuance of a grading permit. 
Unregulated grading, both during and post construction, has the potential to increase the volume 
of runoff from a site which could have adverse downstream flooding and further erosion impacts, 
and increase soil erosion on and off site which could adversely impact downstream water quality.   
 
However, in regard to potential water quantity impacts, County grading Ordinance design and 
adopted best management practices require that storm water facilities be engineered to treat 
storm events and associated runoff to the 85 percentile storm event.  Adopted flow control best 
management practices must be designed to treat storm events and associated runoff to the 
channel forming discharge storm event, which is commonly referred to at the two year storm 
event.  Required inspection by County inspectors insures that all work is constructed according to 
the approved plans.  These ordinance requirements and adopted best management practices are 
specifically designed to maintain potential project water quantity impacts at a less than significant 
level during and post construction. 
 
In regards to water quality impacts, County grading ordinance design requirements, adopted 
County grading standards and best management practices (such as silt fencing, straw wattles, 
construction entrances to control soil discharges, primary and secondary containment areas for 
petroleum products, paints, lime and other materials of concern, etc.), mandated limitations on 
work in wet weather, and standard grading inspection requirements, are specifically designed to 
maintain potential water quality impacts at a less than significant level during project construction.   
 
For post construction water quality impacts, adopted grading permit standards and best 
management practices require creation of areas that allow storm water to be detained, infiltrated, 
or retained for later use.  Other adopted water quality best management practices include storm 
water treatment devices based on filtering, settling or removing pollutants.  These construction 
standards are specifically designed to maintain potential water quality grading impacts at a less 
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than significant level post construction. 
 
The County adopted grading ordinances and standards and related conditions of approval which 
enforce them are specific, and also require compliance with all standards and regulations 
adopted by the State and Regional Water Quality Control Board, such as the Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements, Low Impact Development (LID) and any 
other adopted best management practices.  Therefore, no significant adverse soil erosion or 
related soil erosion water quality impacts are expected given the mandated conditions and 
standards that need to be met. 

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as 
a result of the project, and potentially result 
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

Requirements to obtain grading permits from PRMD would ensure that any potential instability 
related to the construction of roads, septic systems and building permits would be reviewed and 
methods implemented so that no on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse occurs. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

Potential impacts would be addressed through appropriate structural design and construction 
standards.  The project has been conditioned to require building permits to be approved in 
compliance with Building Code standards. This review process ensures the structures would be 
adequately designed and would withstand potential impacts related to liquefaction hazard and 
ground shaking activity. 
 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The site would be served by private on-site sewage disposal systems for domestic sewage 
disposal.   
 
Health conditions require that, prior to building permit issuance and vesting the Use Permit, the 
applicant shall obtain a permit for the sewage disposal system.  The system may require design 
by a Registered Civil Engineer or Registered Environmental Health Specialist and both soils 
analysis, percolation and wet weather testing may be required.  Wet weather groundwater testing 
may also be required.  The sewage system shall meet peak flow discharge of the wastewater 
from all sources granted in the Use Permit and any additional sources from the parcel plumbed to 
the disposal system, and shall include the required reserve area.  
 
The applicant states that percolation testing was conducted by an engineering firm, Adobe 
Associates, and four potential leach fields were identified.  The project would utilize three of those 
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fields, which have been determined to provide adequate capacity for a standard wastewater 
system to serve the proposed school use. 
 
Through the standard permitting requirements of both the Well and Septic Section of PRMD and 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the systems would be adequately sized.  

7.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  Would the project:  
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 

either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the 
environment? 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The County is currently in the process of adopting a Climate Action Plan in conjunction with the 
other local agencies in Sonoma County that would meet the tiering and streamlining requirements 
of CEQA Guideline 15183.5.  Pending completion of that plan, the County concurs with and 
utilizes as County thresholds the thresholds that Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) staff have recommended as greenhouse gas significance thresholds.  The County 
concurs that these thresholds are supported by substantial evidence for the reasons stated by 
BAAQMD staff.  For projects other than stationary sources the greenhouse gas significance 
threshold is 1,100 metric tons per year of CO2e or 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population 
(residents and employees) per year.  BAAQMD staff’s analysis is found in the document titled 
“Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, October, 2009,” which is a publicly available 
document that can be obtained from the BAAQMD website or from the County.    
 
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommend computer modeling for carbon monoxide emissions 
when a project would generate 10,000 trips per day. The traffic study states that the project would 
generate 360 new vehicle trips during the a.m. peak hour and 240 trips during the p.m. peak 
hour. Therefore, the project’s expected operation emissions would be well below the operational 
significance threshold based on project vehicle trips. 
 
See additional discussion of the project’s compliance with County greenhouse gas reduction 
policies in Section 7.b below. 
 
 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy 
or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
impact 

  X  

On September 27, 2005, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors established a county-wide 
greenhouse gas reduction target.  The target is to reduce emissions 25 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2015, which exceeds the State target under AB 32.  Accordingly, General Plan Resource 
Conservation Element Objective OSRC-14.4 is to “reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 
1990 levels by 2015.”  Toward this objective, the County has established policies that govern its 
review of the greenhouse gas emissions of discretionary projects. As applicable to this project, 
they include: 
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• Policy OSRC-14c: Continue to purchase and utilize hybrid, electric, or other alternative 

fuel vehicles for the County vehicle fleet; and encourage County residents and 
businesses to do the same.  

• Policy OSRC-14d: Support project applicants in incorporating cost effective energy 
efficiency that may exceed State standards.  

• Policy OSRC-14e: Develop energy conservation and efficiency design standards for new 
development.  

• Policy OSRC-14f: Use the latest green building certification standards, such as the 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards, for new 
development.  

As noted below some of these strategies are already required and would be incorporated into the 
project. The proposed school buildings must be built in compliance with the California Green 
Building (CALGreen) Standards Code.  Voluntary requirements are added, for example, 
exceeding Title 24 energy efficiency requirements as part of the school’s sustainability design 
emphasis.   The new buildings have been passively designed to reduce the electrical demands of 
lighting, ventilation and cooling.  The following have been built into the proposed project: 
 
Energy Savings: 
 

1) Circulation between buildings and classrooms is outdoors, minimizing the volume of 
conditioned spaces.     

 
2) Classrooms have operable windows and doors on at least two and sometimes three 

sides, maximizing daylight and natural ventilation for each of the learning spaces.   
 

3) Building openings are shaded with either deep porches or trees to reduce heat gain and 
glare. 

 
4) Buildings would be provided with insulation that contains (no formaldehyde insulation), 

and windows dual glazed with low emissivity glazing to maximize thermal comfort and 
minimize heat loss during colder days.   

 
5) Cool roof rated standing seam roofing that meets thermal emittance and solar reflectance 

standards would be specified. 
 

6) The roofs would be designed to be photovoltaic ready to further reduce the electrical 
demands.   

 
Reuse:  The existing house would be repurposed as administrative, staff, and faculty workspace 
instead of being torn down and rebuilt.  The project would maintain at least 75% of the existing 
structural and non-structural elements.    
  
Construction Waste Reduction:  The project would require 65% of all construction waste be 
diverted from landfills.   
 
Recycled Materials:  The project would have a minimum recycled content of 10% with the steel 
frames, studs, roofing, siding and handrails typically containing 15-90% recycled content 
depending on the element. 
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Water Reduction.  The interior fixtures would be selected to based on low water use..  Roof water 
is to be collected in cisterns for toilet flushing and irrigation to further reduce the demand. 
  
Fuel Efficient Vehicular Parking:  The project has 5% of its designated parking devoted to fuel 
efficient parking as required by Cal Green. 
  
Bike Parking:  The project provides 28 bike parking spaces, equal to 25% of the total vehicular 
parking count.  This is above and beyond the requirements of Cal Green (5 spaces) and the   
zoning code (18 spaces). 
 
Additional measures related to building design may be added by the applicant through voluntary 
compliance to further reduce greenhouse gas emissions of the project.  
 
 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  Would the project: 
 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project is not expected to create a significant hazard from the routine use of hazardous 
materials or from minor use of them during construction, and will not generate hazardous 
materials as part of its operation. However, it is possible that improper handling or storage could 
result in minor spills or drips of hazardous materials such as oil, fuel or paint during or after 
construction.  To address this possibility, the project is required comply with all applicable   
hazardous materials handling and storage requirements and would use qualified contractors for 
construction. 

 
 

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? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

See discussion in 8.a above. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

There are no aspects of the proposed school use which would result in hazardous emissions or 
hazardous materials.  There are also no known significant producers of hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials and/or emissions, nor active hazardous materials cases or known pipelines 
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carrying hazardous materials, within one-quarter mile of the project school site. 
 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project site is not identified as a hazardous materials site under Government Code Section 
65962.5, and the proposed school use would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. 
 

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The site is not within the area subject to the Sonoma County Comprehensive Airport Land Use 
Plan (CALUP) and is not within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.   
 

f) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working 
in the project area?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

There are no known private airstrips within the vicinity of the proposed project. 
 

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

There is no separate emergency evacuation plan for the County.  Further, the project would not 
cause an interference with emergency evacuations.  The County Fire Chief would review the 
building plans to insure that the school would have adequate fire protection and access for 
emergency vehicles. In addition to the primary entrance off of Highway 116, the project proposes 
use of an emergency vehicle access from Hurlbut Avenue to the east. 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas of where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  
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According to the Safety Element of the General Plan, the project site is not located in a high 
wildland fire hazard area.  The Sonoma County Fire Safe Ordinance requires that fire sprinklers 
be installed in the project to contain or prevent fires from spreading.  In addition, compliance with 
the fire safe requirements would ensure that the exposure of people and property to fire hazards 
is reduced sufficiently to make  the risk of injury or damage insignificant.  The project would not 
expose people to risk from wildland fires. 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  Would the project: 
 
a) Violate any water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements?  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

Compliance with permitting requirements of  the Well and Septic Division of PRMD and  the North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board would assure that water quality standards would not 
be violated by project-generated wastewater.   
 
In addition, the County’s Grading Ordinance and adopted best management practices require 
that storm water facilities included in the project be engineered to treat storm events and 
associated runoff.   Adopted flow control best management practices must be used to treat 
stormwater and associated runoff from a channel-forming discharge storm event, consistent with 
County Grading Ordinance standards.  Required County inspection would ensure that all work is 
constructed according to the approved plans, in conformance with the Sonoma County Grading, 
Drainage and Vineyard and Orchard site Development Ordinance (“Grading Ordinance”) and 
adopted best management practices.  Therefore, potential project water quality impacts are less 
than significant during and after construction. 
 
Drainage improvements to the site as well as erosion/sediment control measures would be 
required during construction to handle any increases in storm runoff. The County’s adopted Low 
Impact Design Requirements (LID) require that post-construction best management practices be 
implemented and maintained to control stormwater runoff. The project plans include the proposed 
use of vegetated swales and a small bioretention pond near Hurlbut Avenue. Final drainage 
improvements would be designed so that the post-development flows do not exceed the pre-
development flows.  Therefore, under the requirements for the proposed project development 
under the LID and other applicable best management practices, no significant adverse soil 
erosion or related soil erosion water quality impacts are expected given the mandated conditions 
and standards that need to be met.   

b) Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land uses 
or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted)? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
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The site is currently served by two wells.  A third well with a 50’ sanitary seal would be drilled for 
the school’s domestic water use.  A groundwater supply assessment was conducted for the 
project by EBA Engineering in 2015, with a supplemental groundwater opinion letter issued in 
April 2016. Domestic water demand for the proposed school use was calculated to be 3,120 
gallons per day, with annual average water use estimated to be 1.99 acre feet (AF), with annual 
water demand for irrigation use estimated at 0.8 AF per year, plus 5.1 AF per year for subsurface 
irrigation of the games field, with an estimated groundwater use cap of 10 AF. The water supply 
assessment concluded that the existing wells on the site would be capable of supporting the 
domestic and all irrigation water demands of the project.  
 
PRMD Environmental Health staff also considered the project, and potential for significant 
impacts to the local groundwater supply. Staff found that the site is mapped as a Class 1 
groundwater area for planning purposes and geologically, it is mapped as Wilson Grove 
Formation. The Wilson Grove Formation is predominately a porous marine sandstone that 
weathers to sandy and often very sandy soils. These soils are generally very permeable (as 
evidenced by septic system soil testing resulting in proposed standard septic systems on this 
site. Standard systems cannot be approved if pre-soaked soil requires more than 60 minutes per 
inch of water infiltration). The majority of the project site will remain with minimal development 
(i.e., pasture), so it is expected that these parts of the site will retain close to their original 
recharge capacity.  Additionally, Sebastopol is in the transition area from the County’s highest 
rainfall to areas of average rainfall (about 30 to 40 inches of average rainfall). So with average 
groundwater use in an area with high rainfall and high permeability soils, it is expected that 
groundwater recharge will exceed the proposed use of groundwater on this site and this project 
will not result in a decline in the groundwater table. Additionally, a condition of project approval 
will require wells, and groundwater elevations and quantities of groundwater extracted for this 
use to be monitored monthly and reported to PRMD.  If the County determines that groundwater 
levels are declining in the basin, then the applicant would be required to submit and implement a 
Water Conservation Plan, subject to review and approval by PRMD. 
 
Based on the above information, the project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere with groundwater recharge so that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table.  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The applicant has submitted a Preliminary Storm Water Mitigation Plan for the project.  The 
document states that runoff would be concentrated and treated onsite.  There would be 
vegetated swales throughout the site to direct the surface run off, which would then go to two rain 
gardens located north of the proposed sports field and west of the proposed parking area.  There 
would also be a bio-swale that runs through the middle of the parking area to provide addition 
treatment.  The Plan was reviewed by the Engineering Section of PRMD and was conditionally 
accepted.  By agreement with Regional Parks, the applicant would also construct and maintain 
minor storm drainage improvements near the West County Trail on a storm drainage easement 
from Regional Parks. 
 
A final drainage study is required to be submitted with the grading permit application or with 
improvement plans, and is subject to review and approval by PRMD prior to the issuance of any 
grading or building permits.  Post construction storm water measures must be installed per 
approved plans and specifications, and working properly prior to finaling the grading permit and 
associated building permits.  Overall, based on the large project site, and requirements under the 
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Grading Ordinance and permit process, the project would not result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site. 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in an a 
manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off-site? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

With the incorporation of BMP’s into the project design, the project would not significantly alter 
drainage patterns on-site or in the general area, nor would it result in on- or off-site flooding. The 
project does not include any work affecting or altering the course of a stream or river.   
 
Project development would require a grading permit, as well as the appropriate building and 
septic permits.  In its submitted grading and improvement plans, the applicant shall include an 
erosion prevention/sediment control plan which clearly shows best management practices to be 
implemented, limits of disturbed areas, vegetated areas to be preserved, pertinent details, notes, 
and specifications to prevent damages and minimize adverse impacts to the environment.  
Tracking of soil or construction debris into the public right-of-way shall be prohibited.  Runoff 
containing concrete waste or by-products shall not be allowed to drain to the storm drain system, 
waterways, or adjacent lands.  The erosion prevention/sediment control plan shall abide by and 
contain all applicable items in the Grading Permit. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

With the incorporation of BMP’s into the project design, the project would not create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the storm water drainage systems.  The project would not 
substantially alter drainage patterns or capacities of the project site, or result in substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff.   

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project is subject to the County Grading Ordinance.  As part of the grading plans, the 
applicant shall include an erosion prevention/sediment control plan which clearly shows best 
management practices to be implemented, limits of disturbed areas, vegetated areas to be 
preserved, pertinent details, notes, and specifications to prevent damages and minimize adverse 
impacts to the environment.  Tracking of soil or construction debris into the public right-of-way 
shall be prohibited.  Runoff containing concrete waste or by-products shall not be allowed to drain 
to the storm drain system, waterways, or adjacent lands.   

g) Place housing within a 100-year hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood hazard 
Boundary of Flood Insurance Rate Map or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 
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other flood hazard delineation map?    X 

The project site is not classified as being within a 100-year flood plain.  The project site is not 
located in either the F1 (Floodway) or F2 (Secondary Floodplain) overlay zoning designations.  
No structures would be placed within a 100-year flood plain. 
 
 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

No structures would be placed with a 100-year flood hazard area as none exist on the site. 
 

i) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The site is not subject to flooding from a lake, reservoir, creek or river. 
 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project site is located more than 10 miles from the Pacific Ocean and not susceptible to 
seiche, tsunami or mudflow.  
 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING   Would the project 
 
a) Physically divide an established 

community? 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project site is located within a rural, unincorporated area and north of the City of Sebastopol.  
The project would not divide an established community.   

b) Conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation of 
an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 
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specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

       X 

General Plan Consistency: 
 
The Sonoma County General Plan land use designation for the project site is Rural Residential..  
The General Plan allows public schools in rural districts.  
Policy LU-6e: “Public and private schools, hospitals, places of religious worship, and similar 
places of public or community assembly in rural land use categories shall meet all of the following 
criteria: 
 (1) A use permit must be obtained prior to the initiation of the use. 
 (2) The use shall be prohibited on agricultural lands designated Land Intensive Agriculture, with 
the exception of existing legally established uses.  
(3) The use shall not result in conflicts with agricultural production or related processing, support 
services, or visitor serving uses.  
(4) The use shall be consistent with Agricultural Resources Element Policy AR-4a.  
(5) Conflicts with other resource production activities are avoided. 
(6) Adequate public services and infrastructure must be available for the use, without inducing 
unplanned growth.  
(7) Sites are limited to 50% of the parcel or 10 acres, whichever is less, with the exception of 
existing legally established uses. 
(8) The site has frontage on a designated collector or arterial roadway, and  
(9) The size, scale and design of the use shall be in keeping with the rural character of the area in 
which it is located.” 
 
Agricultural Resources Element Policy AR-4a provides: 
 
 “The primary use of any parcel within the three agricultural land use categories shall be 
agricultural production and related processing, support services, and visitor serving uses. 
Residential uses in these areas shall recognize that the primary use of the land may create traffic 
and agricultural nuisance situations, such as flies, noise, odors, and spraying of chemicals.” 
 
Staff Analysis: 
 
The applicant has applied for a Use Permit, PRMD File UPE14-0090.  The site is not within any of 
the three agricultural land use designations, and is therefore not subject to General Plan Policy 
AR-4a.  There are no resource production activities on the site, and none nearby which would be 
in conflict with or impacted by the project. 
 
The site would be served by a wastewater system.  Percolation testing has identified four 
potential leach fields on the project site, and the project would utilize three of those fields, which 
have been determined to provide adequate capacity for a standard wastewater system to serve 
the proposed school use.  Water for school operations and irrigation will be provided by on-site 
wells. The project included an analysis of water demand compared to well production on the site, 
and it was determined that water demands would be adequately met through use of these wells. 
Access to the project site would be provided through a connection to the existing O’Reilly Media 
property south of the West County Trail, which in turn utilizes an existing signalized intersection to 
Highway 116. Any improvements to the Highway, which are anticipated to include construction of 
a sidewalk north to the County Transit stop, would require an encroachment permit from Caltrans. 
The project would not create any excess service capacity or extension of services to areas 
outside the project site, which are either already developed or subject to existing, planned growth 
through zoning designations.  
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The project would be sited on 9.66 acres of the entire 20.36 acre site, less than 50% of the area 
of the involved parcels.  The site includes three parcels owned by the applicant, Charter 
Foundation Corporation, APNs 060-400-018, -019 and -071.  Parcel Number 060-400-071 fronts 
on Highway 116. 
 
The project would be developed on a parcel directly adjacent to the city limits of Sebastopol.  The 
area is developed with single family homes and the O’Reilly Media corporate campus.  The 
parcel, at 20 acres in size, is the largest parcel in the area.  Most of the new buildings would be 
clustered towards the middle of the site, away from residences.  The proposed building forms are 
agrarian in design, which uses the vernacular of agricultural structures and barns with a 
combination of corrugated metal and wood siding, gable roofs and deep porches.  The larger 
administration building would repurpose the existing residence on the property. The school 
classroom buildings have been designed as a collection of smaller buildings which are intended 
to work with the site’s topography and be in keeping with the scale of the existing residential 
neighborhood.  The larger assembly hall would be located near the southern edge of the site and 
separated from residential development and O’Reilly Media to the south by the West County Trail 
and a line of existing trees alongside the West County Trail.   
 
The project therefore meets the criteria General Plan Land Use Policy 6(e). 
 
Zoning Ordinance Consistency: 
 
The Zoning Ordinance, Section 26.18.020(f) allows public schools subject, at a minimum, to the 
criteria of General Plan Policy LU-6e. This policy is discussed above.  Zoning standards for the 
site include a height limit of 35 feet, though additional height may be permitted with site plan 
approval (Design Review).  One of the proposed buildings, the assembly hall, is proposed with a 
roof ridge height of 37’-6”, just above this limit. Design Review would determine if the roof ridge 
would be lowered to 35 feet. Other school buildings are proposed with a 20-ft height.  Parking 
requirements of County Code require provision of 83 on-site, paved parking spaces.  A total of 91 
spaces are provided on the site, meeting Code standards. Additionally, 5 spaces would be 
available for public use as part of the applicant’s agreement with Regional Parks, providing the 
project with 3 surplus spaces.   
 

c)  Conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

   X 

Habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans are site-specific plans to 
address effects on sensitive species of plants and animals.   The project site is not located in an 
area subject to a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.   

 
11.  MINERAL RESOURCES   Would the project: 
 
a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 
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There are no known mineral resources on the project site.  The site is not zoned MR (Mineral 
Resources). The project would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource. 
 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project site is not a mineral resource recovery site.   

 
 
12.  NOISE  Would the project:  
 
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? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

 X   

An Environmental Noise Study was prepared for the project by Wilson Ihrig & Associates, 
professional acoustical consultants.  Measurements of the level of ambient noise in the areas 
surrounding the site were made by means of four precision, calibrated, digitally logging noise 
meters which were left unattended for over four days, starting on the afternoon of Thursday, May 
7, 2015 and ending at approximately noon, Monday, May 11, 2015.  These meters were attached 
to trees and utility poles at a height of approximately 12 feet at the locations indicated below.     
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The results of the noise measurements are summarized in the table, below: 
 

 
 
In order to determine the expected levels of operational noise, measurements were made of 
children at play during recess and outdoor gym classes at the existing downtown Sebastopol 
Independent Charter School campus and at the proposed campus grounds. Measurements 
recorded the noise produced by children of various grades engaged in different outdoor activities 
for periods exceeding half an hour each. At the existing campus, measurements were made by 
means of a microphone located against the surface of the rear wall of the facility which faces the 
yard/outdoor gym area. In addition to the measurements at the existing campus, a group of 3rd 
and 2nd grade students were bused to the new site for an extended recess so measurements 
could be made while taking advantage of the lower level of environmental noise there. 
 
The applicant has proposed that special events would be held at the site, with most of these (21) 
occurring indoors. The eight outdoor events would include plays, school picnic, games and 
ceremonies, and a concert, all of which would be unamplified and with only two of the outdoor 
events (plays) being held in the evening. The school does not use bells, broadcast public address 
systems, or any form of amplified outside sound, and concerts involving musical instruments 
feature string and woodwind instruments.  
 
The result of the analysis was a determination that operational noise would exceed County 
guidelines at key locations during certain outdoor activities.  A mitigation measure was developed 
to reduce the potential impact to less than significant through construction of a 6-foot tall sound 
barrier erected at the backyards of the residences at 7775 Apple Blossom Lane and 992 Hurlbut 
Avenue, and closer to the sports field along Hurlbut Avenue.  The sound barrier fences would be 
built with no gaps or openings out of a material with a minimum surface weight of 2.5 lbs/sq. ft., 
such as tongue-and-groove lumber, framed stucco or bricks. An addendum to the noise analysis 
was conducted by the noise consultants in January and April 2016 in response to a slight 
adjustment of the initially proposed location of the basketball court, north of the sports field on the 
site, and in clarifying noise related to events.  The relocation of the basketball court further north 
and west had the effect of reducing the projected level of noise to receptors to the east. Predicted 
noise levels by those receptors along Hurlbut Avenue closest to the former proposed location of 
the basketball court dropped by between two and five decibels, depending on location, allowing 
for a reduced length of sound barrier along the Hurlbut frontage. The height of the sound barrier 
would remain at 6 feet. Regarding events, the April 2016 addendum letter indicated, “Most of 
these activities take place at the Amphitheater, which is located near the center of the Campus 
along the east-west axis and far (over 500 feet) from residences along the north property line. 
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The proposed Assembly Hall building will provide significant acoustical shielding to those 
residences to the south, which are located the closest to it. The County of Sonoma Noise 
Element of the General Plan provides an allowance of 5 decibels to short-term noises due to 
activities that operate no more than six times each year such as concerts or race events. 
Applying a 5 dB penalty to such activities due to pure tones yields a maximum allowed level of 
noise of 50 dBA L50,” and concluded that the range of planned outdoor events would be 
expected to comply with County Noise Element standards. 
 
PRMD Environmental Health staff reviewed the project proposal and noise analyses, and will 
require as project conditions of approval several noise-control measures, including: 

 Ensuring construction of the sound barriers as called for under the project noise studies 
(also addressed below as a mitigation measure). 

 Prior to building permits, a noise monitoring plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by PRMD staff and the noise consultant. 

 Special Events are limited to those school events analyzed in the sound study and up to 
four community events held inside any of the permanent structures identified in this Use 
Permit. 

 All events are limited to 7:00 AM to 9:30 PM, so that the premises will be cleared by 
10:00 pm. 

 Amplified sound and the very loud musical instruments (such as horns, drums and 
cymbals) are not permitted outdoors.  The quieter, non-amplified musical instruments 
(such as piano, stringed instruments, woodwinds, flute, etc.) are allowed outdoors when 
in compliance with the Noise Element of the Sonoma County General Plan. 

 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 noise 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 implement any additional 
Mitigation Measures needed to meet noise standards. 

 Noise shall be controlled in accordance with Table NE-2 (or an adjusted Table NE-2 with 
respect to ambient noise as described in General Plan 2020, Policy NE-1c). 

 
Application of the proposed mitigation measure, combined with project conditions regulating noise 
generation, reduces the potential for noise impacts to less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure:  Prior to commencing construction on the site, the applicant shall construct 
sound barriers at 7775 Apple Blossom Lane and  992 Hurlbut Avenue as described in the 
Environmental Noise Study prepared by Wilson Ihrig & Associates dated June 15, 2015 and 
amended by addendum dated January 25, 2016.  The sound barriers shall be subject to all 
County requirements, including but not limited to building permits and design review.  No building 
permits for school buildings or placement of portable classrooms will be issued until the sound 
barriers have been constructed.  
 
Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD shall ensure the project building permit plans for the required 
sound barriers are issued in advance of any building permits and school operation, and shall 
inspect the project site prior to occupancy ensure sound barrier construction.    If noise complaints 
are received from nearby residents which appear to show violation of the standards and/or uses 
established in the Use Permit after evaluation by PRMD, then the applicant shall conduct a Noise 
Study to determine if the current operations meet noise 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 implement any additional Mitigation 
Measures needed to comply with noise standards and permit conditions. 
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b)   Exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive ground 
borne vibration or ground borne 
noise levels?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project includes construction activities that may generate ground borne vibration and noise.  
These levels would not be significant because they would be short-term and temporary, and 
would be limited to daytime hours.  There are no other activities or uses associated with the 
project that would expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground 
borne noise levels.  

c)  A substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

 X   

The project would result in generation of noise impacts to surrounding residential properties, 
particularly through proposed use of the outdoor basketball court and sports field.  There would 
also be noise resulting from special events at the site related to school operations (assemblies, 
concerts, plays, etc.), though the majority of these events will be conducted inside school 
buildings.  See discussion and proposed mitigation under item 12.a, which would reduce noise 
impacts to levels of insignificance. 
 

d)  A substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project?  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

 X   

There would be short-term noise impacts from the construction activities. Construction noise 
would cease when construction is finished.  In addition, a condition placed on the project limits 
the hours for construction activities, as follows: 
 
“Construction activities shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm on weekdays and 
9:00 am and 7:00 pm on weekends and holidays.  Only work that does not require motorized 
vehicles or power equipment shall be allowed on holidays.  Work outside the times specified 
above is only allowed to prevent an emergency or to deal with an existing emergency. In this 
case, the applicant shall notify surrounding neighbors if emergency work is to be done before 
7:00 am or past 7:00 pm. 
 
Since these noise sources are temporary and limited on frequency and daytime hours, they are 
not considered substantial.  Conditions of approval would limit the hours of school operation, 
including outdoor sports field, basketball court and amphitheater use.  Mitigation identified under 
item 12.a, above, would require the installation of sound barriers necessary to reduce noise 
impacts at key locations.  These measures would reduce any significant impacts to less than 
significant. 
  

e)  For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use 
airport, would the project 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

    
       X 
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expose people residing or 
working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

 The site is not within an airport land use plan as designated by Sonoma County or within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport. 
 

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? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project is not within the vicinity of any known private airstrips.  

 
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING  Would the project: 
 
a)  Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project does not include construction of home, businesses or expansion of infrastructure and 
therefore would not induce substantial population growth.  See, also, discussion under Section 10 
regarding the unplanned growth criterion of Land Use Policy 6e. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project includes remodeling the existing residence on the site to serve as administrative and 
faculty offices.  The loss of one house would not result in a substantial impact to housing in the 
area. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project would not displace a substantial number of people necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere in the County.   
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14.  PUBLIC SERVICES   Would the project:  
 
a) Would 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 rations, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   
 
 

X 

 

The project would not increase residents or employees such that governmental services and/or 
facilities would have to be expanded.   Generally, any potential impact the project may have on 
the provision of public services and or expansion of governmental facilities would be offset by 
development fees. Specifically: 
 
i.   Fire Protection:  The County Fire Marshal requires that the Project comply with Fire Safe 
Standards, including fire protection methods such as sprinklers in buildings, alarm systems, 
extinguishers, vegetation management, hazardous materials management and management of 
flammable or combustible liquids and gases.   
 
ii.   Police:  The Sonoma County Sheriff provides police protection services.  
 
iii.  Schools, parks, or other public facilities:  The project would not generate an increased 
demand for schools, parks or other public facilities. The project provides for construction of a 
public charter school for up to 360 students in grades K-8 and is planned to have has its own 
sports and recreational facilities on site. 
 
iv. Parks: The project would not generate a significant impact on local parks.  The project 
includes construction of an on-site games field and other facilities for use by students at the 
school. 
 
v.  Other public facilities:  No new or physically altered public facilities would be need in order to 
provide adequate public services for this project.  

 
 
15. RECREATION  Would the project: 
 
a) Would the project increase the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The proposed project would not involve activities that would cause or accelerate substantial 
physical deterioration of parks or recreational facilities. The project includes construction of on-
site play fields for use by students at the school. 

b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 
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expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

Incorporation 

  X  

The project includes construction of an on-site games field and ball court for recreational use by 
students at the school. Impacts related to the construction of the project, including the games 
field and ball court, are evaluated within this Initial Study. 

 
 
16. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC   Would the project:  
 
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 

or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Three transportation-related plans have been adopted in Sonoma County: the GP2020 
Circulation Element, the Sonoma County Transportation Authority Comprehensive Transportation 
Plan (2009), and the Sonoma County Bikeways Plan. The project would not conflict with any of 
these plans.   
 
Primary vehicular access to the campus would be via the existing eastern leg of the signalized 
Mill Station intersection with Hwy 116, which opens into the O’Reilly Media parking lot.  Leading 
northwest from the O’Reilly driveway, the school driveway entrance would cross the West County 
Trail onto the campus portion of the site.  The property currently has a 70-foot wide easement for 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic across the Trail as the result of a court judgment. The current 
easement crosses the West County Trail approximately 175 feet east of the Trail’s north-south 
segment along Hwy 116.  In order to extend traffic queuing distance and to better align the school 
driveway with the Trail, the applicant is negotiating with Sonoma County Regional Parks 
(“Regional Parks”) to relocate this entrance. It would pass through a portion of the O’Reilly parcel, 
before crossing the West County Trail at a perpendicular angle approximately 185 feet further 
east.  The easement would be approximately 70 feet in width, in which the applicant would 
construct the driveway, sidewalk, drainage, utilities, and related improvements to serve the 
proposed school. Vehicles entering or exiting the campus would be stopped in both directions at 
the West County Trail intersection via stop signs which will be posted, retaining unimpeded 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic using the Trail. The applicant has an executed memorandum of 
understanding with the O’Reilly Media property owner addressing this proposed driveway use. 
The County will also grant the applicant 2 10-foot wide pedestrian and bicycle access easements 
that will improve student access to and from the campus.  
 
Under prospective terms of the agreement with Regional Parks, the applicant would also grant 
and construct an 8-foot wide paved trail within a 15-foot wide public access easement across the 
school property to improve public access to the existing signalized crosswalk at the intersection 
of Highway 116 and Mill Station Road, and provide five parking spaces at the southwest corner of 
the site for public Trail users.  The applicant will also construct bollards or barricades to prevent 
cross traffic entering and leaving the school grounds and will install signage acceptable to 
Regional Parks on the Trail to warn approaching Trail users of the school crossing. The applicant 
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would also construct and maintain minor storm drainage improvements near the West County 
Trail on a separate storm drainage easement from Regional Parks. Final executed easement 
agreements with the O’Reilly Media property owner and Regional Parks sufficient for the 
proposed use are required as a condition of approval. 
 
The site’s existing residential driveway from Hurlbut Avenue would be re-purposed and gated for 
emergency vehicle access only.  To avoid traffic impacts along Hurlbut Avenue, the school has 
indicated they would strongly discourage families from using Hurlbut Avenue as either a “cut 
through” corridor to access the campus or as a drop-off point for children.  A condition of the 
project further addresses this issue, requiring all student drop-offs and pick-ups by vehicles to 
occur using the main entry driveway off of Highway 116. 
 
In November 2015, a Traffic Analysis was submitted by W-Trans traffic engineers that evaluated 
existing traffic conditions in the project area, anticipated level of trip generation and circulation 
impacts which may result from the proposed project, as well as consideration of pedestrian and 
bicycle use.  The Study also noted, “…since the school already exists in downtown Sebastopol, 
with school families already traveling through other major arterial intersections in the area, the 
City of Sebastopol will not experience significant change in traffic as a result of the school’s 
relocation. Therefore, the analysis focused on the primary access intersection from SR 116.” Also 
noted is that the applicant utilized Fehr & Peers to prepare a Neighborhood Traffic and Mode of 
Transportation Analysis, examining travel patterns and methods used by students and parents for 
the existing campuses in downtown Sebastopol, and how travel modes might change with the 
new campus. The Fehr & Peers analysis found the new school would eliminate about 77 daily 
cross-town trips, since all grades will be consolidated at the new location. For the new campus, 
survey responses indicated that 84% of families will walk or bike the same amount or more, 
compared to 16% who will walk or bike less. 41% of families expect that they will bike and walk 
more frequently to the new campus than to the existing campuses. Similarly, 88% of families 
reported that they would drive the same amount or less frequently, compared to 12% who would 
drive more frequently.    
 
The W-Trans project analysis concluded the following: 

 The analysis used a “worst case” enrollment of 400 students (higher than the 360 
proposed as part of the project, to ensure that potential traffic impacts would not be 
underestimated) with 40 staff to be conservative in evaluating potential traffic and 
circulation impacts. Although Sebastopol Charter School will be a public school, the trip 
generation potential of the school as planned was developed using the published 
standard rates for a private school, which was considered the most appropriate given the 
nature of the school operation. 

 The project would generate 360 new vehicle trips per day during the school week during 
the a.m. peak hour, and 240 p.m. peak hour trips. 

 The Highway 116/Mill Station Road intersection opposite (west of) the project site is 
expected to continue to operate acceptably with the addition of the trips associated with 
the project. 

 The proposed reconfigured east leg of Mill Station Road at Highway 116 is expected to 
adequately serve automobile and truck traffic generated by the school and within the 
O’Reilly parking lot.  The storage (queue) lengths of the approach lanes to the 
intersection along the new project access road is expected to be adequate. 

 Pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of and throughout the project site are expected to be 
adequate, except that connections need to be provided from the site to adjacent facilities. 

 Existing transit routes are within an acceptable walking distance of the project and are 
expected to operate with additional ridership from the project. 

 
Based on the findings, the traffic analysis included the following project recommendations: 

 The project should reconfigure the east leg of the Highway 116/Mill Station Road 
intersection as depicted within the traffic analysis, including yield controls. 
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 “Keep Clear” markings should be added to the O’Reilly intersection of the school access 
with the O’Reilly campus to maintain access to and from the O’Reilly office complex in 
case there are periods of longer queues. (Note: the Traffic Study concluded this interior 
northbound driveway vehicle queuing would likely increase from the 10 vehicles under 
current O’Reilly property use to 19 vehicles during the a.m. peak, and from 13 to 24 
vehicles during the p.m. peak, but that adequate on-site queuing distance exists within 
the O’Reilly parking lot to accommodate this change.) 

 The project should provide an all-weather path between the school site and the West 
County Trail, west of the vehicle entrance crossing, but should not cross the vehicle 
access route. (Final location subject to DTPW and Regional Parks approval.) 

 The project should provide a paved connection on the west side of Hurlbut Avenue 
between the existing West County Trail and the project site, as well as an all-weather 
path connecting this interface with the school grounds. (Final location subject to PRMD 
and Regional Parks approval.) 

 The school should provide supervision in the school parking lot area during pick-up and 
drop-off periods to ensure safety and efficient use of the pick-up and drop-off areas. 
(Note: A project condition also would require parking lot supervision during special 
events.) 

 An additional crosswalk should be provided at a midpoint in the pick-up and drop-off area 
for crossings from the parking area. 

 
The County Transportation and Public Works Department (DTPW) required peer review of the W-
Trans study (completed by Omni-Means), and then was subject to further review by DTPW 
engineering staff.  Copies of the Traffic study, peer review and DTPW reviews are attached to 
this Initial Study. The conclusion of the DTPW analysis generally supported the findings of the W-
Trans study, with the following additional recommendations related to Highway 116 pedestrian 
crossings and circulation controls on the O’Reilly site: 
 
1) Staff concurs with the W-Trans recommendation to direct school pedestrians to utilize the 
proposed path connecting the school campus to the northeast corner of the intersection to cross 
SR-116. There are no pedestrian facilities on the west side of SR-116, south of the intersection. 
Therefore, school pedestrians walking to and from the south should use the existing sidewalk on 
the east side instead of the west side of SR-116. The applicant could consider the option of 
crossing guards as a way to enhance school pedestrian safety during pickup and drop-off times. 
A cursory observation of the crosswalk location at the northeast corner shows there might be a 
potential sight distance problem for drivers turning right to see pedestrians crossing SR-116 on 
the other side of the curb return. This should be checked and if a problem exists, recommended 
mitigation should be proposed. (Note: DTPW staff conducted a site investigation of this 
intersection regarding sight distance for motorists turning right from the O’Reilly/school driveway 
onto Highway 116. The result was a DTPW determination that there was limited sight distance for 
westbound motorists leaving the O’Reilly/school driveway to see pedestrians at the northeast 
intersection of Highway 116/Mill Station Road, supporting the basis for the above 
recommendation, which is addressed below as a project mitigation measure.)  
 
2) Recommend the entrance (eastbound approach) to the O’Reilly Media driveway yield be 
removed as this could force a backup into the intersection with SR-116 to where motorists could 
experience difficulty turning in. It was suggested making the northbound approach (O-Reilly) and 
westbound approaches stop controlled. On the northbound approach, a supplemental W4-4aP 
“Traffic From Left Does Not Stop” plaque should be installed below the R1-1 stop sign. These 
requirements will be imposed as conditions of project approval. 
 
PRMD staff also recommends that a crossing guard be required at the West County Trail 
crossing during a.m. and p.m. peak hour school use, and during special events, as an additional 
means of ensuring safety of Trail users and efficient vehicle crossings of the Trail. 
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The recommendations of the W-Trans Traffic Analysis as modified by the recommendations of 
DTPW staff would be incorporated into the project through the following mitigation measures and 
conditions of project approval, which would reduce potential traffic impacts to less than significant 
levels: 
 
Mitigation Measure: All project design and operational recommendations of the W-Trans Traffic 
Analysis prepared for the project (November 2015) as expanded and modified by the DTPW 
Traffic Analysis Memorandum dated April 21, 2016 regarding use of a crossing guard at the 
Highway 116/Mill Station Road intersection, shall be incorporated into final project design plans 
and/or maintained as part of ongoing operations for the proposed school use. Crossing guards at 
Highway 116 and Mill Station Road shall be provided at school expense during the morning and 
afternoon peak hour school use, and subject to review by DTPW and/or requirements of local or 
State agencies.  Crossing guards shall be provided at the school entrance crossing of the West 
County Trail at school expense during the morning and afternoon peak hour school use periods 
and during special events. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring: The project applicant shall ensure final design plans incorporate and 
address the recommendations of the W-Trans Traffic Analysis (November 2015)  the DTPW 
Traffic Analysis Memorandum dated April 21, 2016 regarding use of a crossing guard at the 
Highway 116/Mill Station Road intersection. PRMD staff shall evaluate project grading and site 
plans to ensure incorporation of the improvements, with final inspection to verify compliance prior 
to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.  Ongoing monitoring of provisions of the drop-off and 
pick-up parking lot, West County Trail and crossing guards shall be the responsibility of the 
project operator. The applicant shall provide annual summaries to PRMD staff that these 
measures continue to be implemented for the duration of the project. PRMD staff may also 
periodically conduct inspections of the project to determine compliance with this measure. 
 
Additionally, the following mitigation is identified related to the entry access driveway, both for 
use of the O’Reilly property for the driveway connection to Highway 116, and for the proposed 
driveway crossing of the West County Trail: 
 
Mitigation Measure: The project applicant shall provide PRMD with executed, final agreements 
with Sonoma County Regional Parks and with the O’Reilly Media property owner addressing all 
aspects of driveway construction and access for the proposed driveway entry using the existing 
O’Reilly driveway, the West County Trail crossing and entry to the school property. The project 
applicant shall implement and maintain all improvements and/or measures required by the final 
Easement Agreement with Sonoma County Regional Parks as provided in that Agreement. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring: The project applicant shall provide the executed, final agreements in a 
form acceptable to PRMD prior to issuance of grading or building permits.  Failure of the 
applicant to secure both final (executed) agreements shall require the project applicant to seek a 
modification to UPE14-0090 to address any alternative access plans which may be available. 
 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   
X 

 

The project would not conflict with standards for congestion management.  The additional project 
generated traffic would not change the level of service on Highway 116. 
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c) Result in change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project would have no effect on air traffic patterns as the project site is not in proximity to a 
local airport. 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

 X   

See discussion above under item 16.a, regarding access driveway design leading from the 
adjoining O’Reilly property, across the -West County Trail and into the project site.  

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

Emergency vehicle access would be provided through the primary driveway entrance off of 
Highway 116, and through an EVA utilizing the existing driveway off of Hurlbut Avenue to the 
east. 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   
X 

 

Required parking is one bicycle parking space be provided for every 5 spaces required for 
automobiles, equating to 18 required bicycle parking spaces. The project proposes 28 bicycle 
parking spaces, exceeding County requirements. 
 

g)   Result in inadequate parking capacity? Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No impact 

 X   

The project requires 1 space per employee plus 1 space/10 children for kindergarten, and 1 
space per employee plus 1 space/8 students for elementary school uses.  Based on these 
requirements, the kindergarten/pre-kindergarten classrooms would generate a requirement for 9 
spaces, grades 1 – 8 would require 34 spaces, and employees and staff would require 40 
spaces, for a required total of 83 on-site parking spaces.  A total of 91 parking spaces are 
proposed, exceeding County requirements.  The pending agreement with Regional Parks would 
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have 5 of the on-site spaces available for public use (access to the West County Trail), leaving 
the project with 3 surplus paved parking spaces. An additional unpaved area is provided on-site 
which can accommodate 30 overflow parking spaces in support of special events held at the 
school. 
 

 
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  Would the project:  
 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 

of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project site is not in an area served by public sewer.  The site would be served by a private 
on-site sewage disposal system.  
 
Sonoma County Environmental Health review, including the Well and Septic Section, will impose 
standard permitting requirements for the septic and wastewater disposal systems, to ensure 
compliance with all requirements of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQB) and County code. A standard condition would limit the project size to the on-site 
disposal capacity of the designed system, if unexpected capacity issues are encountered.  
 

b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project is currently served by a private on-site septic system and two private wells.  The 
project would include the construction of a third well, as well as installation of a new septic 
disposal system with up to three leach fields.  Initial testing performed by the project engineer 
indicates that the wells would be adequate to serve the proposed school use, and that soils on 
the site would be adequate to support the new septic system and leach fields. Sonoma County 
Environmental Health review will impose standard permitting requirements for the septic and 
wastewater disposal systems, including required compliance with requirements of the North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQB) and County code. 

c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The project would require the construction of new storm water drainage facilities.  The project has 
been conditioned so that the final grading/improvement plans prevent and/or minimize the 
discharge of pollutants and waste after the project is constructed (post-construction).  There are 
numerous post-construction storm water best management practices that would be utilized to 
accomplish this goal, including protection of existing vegetation, stabilizing construction 
entrance/exit, protecting exposed slopes from erosion and protecting drainage inlets using filters.  
These range from project designs and best management practices that minimize new impervious 
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surfaces, disperse development over larger areas, and/or that create areas that allow storm 
water to be detained, infiltrated, or retained for later use.  Other post-construction storm water 
best management practices include storm water treatment devices based on filtering, settling or 
removing pollutants.  County permitting would ensure no impact to storm drain systems. 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

  X  

The site is currently served by two wells.  A third well with a 50’ sanitary seal would be drilled for 
the school’s domestic water use.   
 
A groundwater supply assessment was conducted for the project by EBA Engineering in 2015, 
with a supplemental groundwater opinion letter issued in April 2016. Domestic water demand for 
the proposed school use was calculated to be 3,120 gallons per day, with annual average water 
use estimated to be 1.99 acre feet (AF), with annual water demand for irrigation use estimated at 
0.8 AF per year, plus 5.1 AF per year for subsurface irrigation of the games field, with an 
estimated groundwater use cap of 10 AF. The water supply assessment concluded that the 
existing wells on the site would be capable of supporting the domestic and all irrigation water 
demands of the project.  
 
PRMD Environmental Health staff also considered the project, and potential for significant 
impacts to the local groundwater supply. Staff found that the site is mapped as a Class 1 
groundwater area for planning purposes and geologically, it is mapped as Wilson Grove 
Formation. The Wilson Grove Formation is predominately a porous marine sandstone that 
weathers to sandy and often very sandy soils. These soils are generally very permeable (as 
evidenced by septic system soil testing resulting in proposed standard septic systems on this 
site. Standard systems cannot be approved if pre-soaked soil requires more than 60 minutes per 
inch of water infiltration). The majority of the project site will remain with minimal development 
(i.e., pasture), so it is expected that these parts of the site will retain close to their original 
recharge capacity.  Additionally, Sebastopol is in the transition area from the County’s highest 
rainfall to areas of average rainfall (about 30 to 40 inches of average rainfall). So with average 
groundwater use in an area with high rainfall and high permeability soils, it is expected that 
groundwater recharge will exceed the proposed use of groundwater on this site and this project 
will not result in a decline in the groundwater table. Additionally, a condition of project approval 
will require wells, and groundwater elevations and quantities of groundwater extracted for this 
use to be monitored monthly and reported to PRMD.  If the County determines that groundwater 
levels are declining in the basin, then the applicant would be required to submit and implement a 
Water Conservation Plan, subject to review and approval by PRMD. 
 
The project is therefore expected to have sufficient water supplies. 
 

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

The project is not served by a wastewater treatment provider. Adequate sewage disposal would 
be provided with on-site systems, as discussed in subsections 17a and 17b, above. 
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No impact 

   X 

Sonoma County has a solid waste management program in place that provides solid waste 
collection and disposal services for the entire County.  The program can accommodate the 
permitted collection and disposal of the waste that would result from the proposed school project.  

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No impact 

       X  

The project has been conditioned to comply with the County’s solid waste requirements. Trash 
enclosures and recycling areas for review and approval by the PRMDs’ Environmental Health 
Specialist and the Building Plan Check Section.  Trash trucks must have at least a 32-foot turning 
radius at the trash enclosure and the dumpster must have 16 feet of overhead clearance.  

 
 
18.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
YES                        NO 

                 X 

There are no known special status species on the project site, and none 
listed on the State’s Diversity Database.  The project development does not 
include any work within a creek.  The project would not 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 wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means; the project would not 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; the project site does not contain any 
unique habitat, or unique plant or animal population; the project would not 
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinances; the  project footprint is 
within a developed landscape and no native trees would be impacted by the 
proposed project.  The implementation of Best Management Practices would 
not result in any potentially significant adverse biological impacts to the 
environment on site or off site.   
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b)   Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 
 
 

 
 

YES                 NO 

                         X    

Cumulative projects include development of residential and agricultural uses 
in the project area. These projects have not resulted in any significant 
effects to which the project would make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution.  As noted in this initial study and by the Traffic Study prepared 
by W-Trans, this project would not result in significant adverse impacts 
related to traffic congestion or safety, with mitigation measures included 
relating to driveway design and use of the student drop-off/pick-up areas. 
 

 

c)   Does the project have environmental effects which would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
 

YES                 NO 

                  X 

  The project would not result in any significant changes to the existing 
environment.  Based on the discussion and information provided in this 
initial study, there are no project-related environmental effects which would 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly.  Conditions have been placed on project in the areas of Aesthetics 
and exterior lighting. Furthermore, conditions have been incorporated into 
the project under Traffic and Noise to reduce impacts to a level of less 
significant.   All parking must be done on the site. Specific conditions are 
placed on the project to control noise levels limiting hours of operation.  

 

 

Sources 

1. PRMD staff evaluation based on review of the project site and project description. 
 

2. PRMD staff evaluation of impact based on past experience with construction projects. 
 

3. Sonoma County Important Farmland Map 1996.  California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

 
4. Assessor’s Parcel Maps 

 
5. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines; Bay Area Air Quality Management District; April 1999; California 

Air Resources Board (CARB) http://www.arb.ca.gov/ 
 

6. California Natural Diversity Database, California Department of Fish & Game. 
 

7. Sonoma County General Plan (as amended), Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, March 
23, 1989 - Revised December 1998. 

 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/
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8. Biological Assessment, prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting dated July, 2014. 

 
9. Wetland Delineation prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting dated July, 2014.  

 
10. Special-Status Plant Survey prepared by Kjeldsen Biological Consulting dated July, 2014. 

 
11. Groundwater Supply Assessment prepared by EBA Engineering dated November 2015.  

 
12. Supplemental Opinion Letter, Groundwater Supply Assessment, EBA Engineering, dated 

April 2016. 
 
13. Environmental Noise Study prepared by Wilson Ihrig & Associates dated October 26, 2015. 

 
14. Environmental Noise Study Addendum, dated January 25, 2016 and April 27, 2016. 

 
15. Traffic Impact Study (final), prepared by W-Trans, dated November 2015.  

 
16. Omni-Means peer review of W-Trans Traffic Impact Study, dated October 2015.  

 
17. Neighborhood Traffic and Transportation Mode of Analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers, dated 

November 2015. 
 

18. Sonoma County Department of Transportation, Traffic Impact Study Memorandum, dated 
April 21, 2016. 

 
19. California Environmental Protection Agency -

http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/corteseList/default.htm; California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board - http://geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov/; California Dept of Toxic Substances 
Control http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/database/calsites/cortese_list.cfm,  and Integrated Waste 
Management Board - http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search.asp 

 
20.  Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones; State of California; 1983. 

 
21. Flood Insurance Rate Maps, Federal Emergency Management Agency. 

 
22. Special Report 120, California Division of Mines and Geology; 1980. 
 
23. Standard Specifications, State of California Department of Transportation, available online: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/oe/specs_html 
 

24. American National Standard for Tree Care Operations – Tree, Shrub, and Other Woody Plant 
Maintenance – Standard Practices, Pruning (ANSI A300 (Part 1)-2008 Pruning), American 
National Standard Institute (ANSI) and National Arborist Association (NAA), 2008;   

 
25. Best Management Practices: Tree Pruning, International Society of Arboriculture (ISA), 2008. 

 
26. Tree Protection and Replacement Ordinance (Ordinance No. 4014); Sonoma County. 

 
27. Valley Oak Protection Ordinance (Ordinance No.  4991); Sonoma County, December 1996. 

 
28. Heritage or Landmark Tree Ordinance (Ordinance No.  3651); Sonoma County. 

 
29. Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sediment Control Measures, Association of Bay Area 

Governments; May, 1995. 
 
 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search.asp
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/oe/specs_html
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30. Soil Survey of Sonoma County, California, Sonoma County, U.S. Department of Agriculture; 

1972. 
 

31. Evaluation of Groundwater Resources, California Department of Water Resources; 1975. 
 

32. Sonoma County Congestion Management Program, Sonoma County Transportation 
Authority; December 18, 1995. 

 
33. Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management Plan and Program EIR, 1994. 

 
34. Sonoma County Bikeways Plan, Sonoma County Department of Transportation and Public 

Works; April, 1997. 
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