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1. INTRODUCTION 
In accordance with Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, the City of Petaluma has prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Final EIR or FEIR) for the proposed Rainier Avenue Cross-Town Connector project. This FEIR 
includes the following chapters: 1) Introduction; 2) Responses to Comments; and 3) Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR or DEIR). The Mitigation 
Monitoring Program for the proposed project is included in Chapter 4. 

1.1 LOCATION 
The project is located in the City of Petaluma, north of East Washington Street and south of Corona 
Road. The project would extend the existing Rainier Avenue at its terminus with North McDowell 
Avenue westward, crossing under Highway 101, over the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
(SMART) corridor and Petaluma River, and intersecting with Petaluma Boulevard North (see Figure 
3-1, Rainier Avenue Cross-Town Connector Regional Location).  

The project site is composed of portions of ten different parcels.1 The project site is primarily 
undeveloped. Only three parcels contain any development—Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 007-
380-002, which is developed with a small, City-owned pump station; the State-owned and developed 
Highway 101 right-of-way; and APN 048-142-016, which contains the SMART tracks. The project 
site intersects the Petaluma River on the west side of Highway 101. Riparian forest, shrubs, and 
grasses are located along the edge of the project site east of Highway 101, and along the Petaluma 
River and SMART tracks to the west of Highway 101. In addition, a church is located on APN 048-
200-005-000, adjacent to and to the north of the project as it connects to Petaluma Boulevard North. 
This land is located in unincorporated Sonoma County. 
Land uses outside the project corridor of Rainier Avenue to the east of North McDowell Boulevard 
include single- and multi-family residential uses and park uses. To the immediate north of the project 
between Highway 101 and North McDowell Boulevard, land uses consist of commercial office and 
light industrial uses. Land uses to the south consist of undeveloped land. Land uses to the west of 
Highway 101 include undeveloped lands, the Petaluma River, SMART Corridor train tracks, and 
commercial, light industrial, and scattered residential uses. 

1.2 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
The Rainier Avenue Cross-Town Connector Project (project) consists of a new 0.65-mile long 4-lane 
arterial roadway connecting North McDowell Avenue on the eastern side of Highway 101 to 
Petaluma Boulevard North on the western side of the City. The Rainier Avenue Cross Town 
Connector would extend at grade from the signalized North McDowell Avenue intersection, cross 
under Highway 101 under an elevated portion of the freeway that will be constructed as part of the 
Marin-Sonoma Narrows High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes project, and would cross over the 
SMART Corridor and Petaluma River on a bridge. After crossing the Petaluma River, the elevated 

                                                 
1 APN 007-380-002, 007-380-027, 007-390-005, 007-391-038, 048-142-013, 048-142-014, 048-142-015, 048-142-016, 
136-100-025, and Highway 101 right-of-way. 
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bridge would return to at grade, and would terminate at a signalized T-intersection at Petaluma 
Boulevard North. Table 1-1 presents a summary of Key Project Components.  
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Table 1-1. Summary of Key Project Components 

Component Relevant Information 
Roadway 

Lanes 4-lanes (2-lanes each direction) 

Length 0.65 miles 

Width Approximately 113 feet 

Median Raised—variable from 14 to 24 feet wide 

Landscaping Strip 8.5- foot wide, non-continuous 

Signals 2 (modification to existing N. McDowell/Rainier, new Petaluma 
Boulevard North/Rainier) 

Multi-Modal Facilities 

Bike Lanes Class II, 6-foot wide 

Sidewalk 6-foot wide 

Highway 101 Undercrossing 

Width Approximately 118 feet 

Length Approximately 166 feet 

Vertical Clearance 16-foot minimum 

Bike Lanes Class II, 6-foot wide 

Sidewalk 6-foot wide 

Petaluma River/SMART Corridor Bridge 

Length Approximately 508 feet 

Height Elevation 65 feet—highest point 

Width Approximately 88 feet 

Bike Lanes Class II, 6-foot wide 

Sidewalk 6-foot wide 

Piles 299 60 foot-long, cast-in steel shell piles 

Pile Depth 50 feet 

Utilities 

Storm Drainage  Underground pipes, inlets, swales and ditches 

Storm Water Vegetated Swales 2 (approximately 540 and 780 square feet) 

Street Lighting City of Petaluma Standard street lights 
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1.3 CEQA PROCESS  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City prepared and circulated a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of a DEIR for the proposed project to the State Clearinghouse and interested 
agencies and persons on August 11, 2011 for a 30-day review period. Comments received on the 
NOP and comments received at the public scoping meeting were both considered in the preparation 
of the DEIR.  

The DEIR was made available to various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested individuals 
for a 45-day public review period from July 24 through September 8, 2014. The City of Petaluma 
Planning Commission and City Council held two public hearings to accept written and verbal 
comments on the DEIR on August 12 and September 8, 2014, respectively.  

The DEIR was circulated to state agencies for review through the State Clearinghouse of the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Copies of a Notice of Completion (NOC) form of the 
DEIR were also sent to businesses and residents within 500 feet of the project site, other interested 
groups and agencies, the County Clerk, and to individuals who commented on the NOP. In addition, 
on July 24, 2014 the Argus Courier included a notice regarding the availability of the DEIR. Copies 
of the DEIR were available for review at the City of Petaluma Community Development Department 
(CDD), the Petaluma Regional Library, the Petaluma Community Center, and online at the CDD 
website, http://cityofpetaluma.net/cdd/major-projects.html. 

The purpose of the review period is to provide interested public agencies, groups and individuals the 
opportunity to comment on the adequacy of the DEIR and to submit testimony on the possible 
environmental effects of the proposed project. 

This document, together with the DEIR, makes up the FEIR as defined in the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15132 as follows:  

The Final EIR shall consist of: 
 (a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft. 
 (b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 

summary. 
 (c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
 (d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 

review and consultation process. 
 (e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

As Lead Agency under CEQA, the City must provide each public agency that commented on the 
DEIR with a copy of its responses to comments at least 10 days before certifying the FEIR. In 
addition, the Lead Agency may also provide an opportunity for members of the public to review the 
FEIR before certification, although this is not a requirement of CEQA. 
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1.4 USE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
The FEIR allows the public and Lead Agency to review revisions to the DEIR, comments, and 
responses to comments before consideration of project approval. This FEIR (which includes the 
DEIR, incorporated by reference) will serve as the environmental document used by the City when 
considering approval of the project. After completing the FEIR and before approving the project, the 
Lead Agency must make the following three certifications (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). 

• The FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

• The FEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and the 
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the FEIR prior to 
approving the project. 

• The FEIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

In addition, if an EIR that has been certified for a project identifies one or more significant 
environmental impacts, the Lead Agency must adopt findings of fact (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091[a]). For each significant impact, the Lead Agency must make one of the following findings. 

• Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. 

• Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such 
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

• Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision 
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the FEIR. 

Each finding must be accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding. In addition, 
the Lead Agency must adopt, in conjunction with the findings, a program for reporting or monitoring 
the changes that it has either required in the project or made a condition of approval to avoid or 
substantially lessen impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091[d]). These measures must be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. This program is referred to as 
the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) and is provided in Chapter 4 herein. 

In addition, when a Lead Agency approves a project that would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts that are disclosed in the FEIR, the agency must state in writing its reasons for supporting the 
approved action (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[b]). This statement of overriding considerations 
must be supported by substantial information in the record, including the FEIR. The DEIR 
concluded that the project would not result in any significant unavoidable impacts (Section 2.2.3, 
and impact findings in Section 4). An evaluation was also completed for cumulative impacts, which 
considered the findings of the City’s General Plan 2025. Four resources were identified in the 
General Plan with potentially significant unavoidable cumulative impacts: Alteration of biological 
habitats, air quality (contribution to greenhouse gas emissions), noise, and traffic. The City adopted 
statements of overriding considerations at the time it approved the General Plan. This project would 
not change those original findings, or add any additional cumulatively significant impacts.  
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2. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

2.1 OVERVIEW 
The purpose of the public review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is to 
evaluate the adequacy of the environmental analysis in terms of compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following 
regarding standards from which adequacy is judged: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an 
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among 
experts. The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure. 

The purpose of each response to a comment on the DEIR is to address the significant 
environmental issue(s) raised by each comment. This typically requires clarification of points 
contained in the DEIR. Section 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that 
CEQA requires in the response to comments by stating: 

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead Agency’s 
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must 
be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not 
accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory 
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public 
agencies to focus their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead agencies. 
Case law has held that the Lead Agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given 
them, provided that the agency responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good 
faith effort at disclosure. Section 15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers 
by stating: 
 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 
the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a Lead Agency to conduct 
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every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 
EIR. 

This guideline encourages reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental document, 
particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and 
project alternatives. Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of 
substantial evidence, subsection (c) advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by 
factual support. Section 15204(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states: 
 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or 
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
The City of Petaluma received a total of ten (10) written comment letters on the DEIR. In 
addition to the written comment letters, the City conducted a public Planning Commission 
hearing to accept written and verbal comments on the DEIR on August 12, 2014. A City Council 
public hearing was also held on September 8, 2014 to accept written and verbal comments on the 
DEIR. Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, and comments within 
each comment letter are also numbered. The comments subsequently follow the following 
format, “1-1, 1-2, etc.” in this Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 

Written comments made during and after the public review of the DEIR intermixed points and 
opinions relevant to the project’s merits with points and opinions relevant to the potentially 
significant environmental effects of the project. The responses acknowledge or note comments 
addressing points and opinions relevant to the project’s merits, and discuss as necessary the 
points relevant to the environmental review required by CEQA. Table 2-1 lists the organizations 
and persons who provided written and/or oral comments on the DEIR to the City during the 45-
day public review period. 

Written Comments  

1. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

2. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

3. Planning Commissioner Jennifer Pierre 

4. Councilmember Mike Healy 

5. Dennis Kelly 

6. David Keller, Petaluma River Council 

7. David Libchitz 
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8. Frederick Etzel 

9. Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Trail (SMART) 

10. Wayne Leach, Simon Premium Outlets 

Oral Comments 

11. Planning Commission Transcript 

David Libchitz 

Jennifer Pierre 

12. City Council Transcript 

Wayne Leach 

John Chaney 

David Keller 

Teresa Barrett, Councilmember 

Kathy Miller, Councilmember 
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Table A: Public Commenters 

Corresponding Number 
Date of 

Correspondence/ 
Oral Comment 

Commenter 

Written Comments 
State Agencies 
CL 1 August 27, 2014 CDFW 
CL 2 September 5, 2014 Caltrans 
City Council and Planning Commission 
CL 3 August 12, 2014 Jennifer Pierre, Planning Commissioner 
CL 4 August 24, 2014 Mike Healy, City Council Member 
Community Members 
CL 5 September 1, 2014 Dennis Kelly 
CL 6 September 8, 2014 David Keller, Petaluma River Council 
CL 7 September 8, 2014 David Libchitz 
CL 8 September 8, 2014 Frederick Etzel 

CL 10 September 8, 2014 Wayne F. Leach, Simon Premium 
Outlets 

Regional Organizations   
CL 9 September 8, 2014 SMART  
Oral Comments 
Planning Commission Meeting, August 12, 2014 
Transcript 1 August 12, 2014 Planning Commission 
  David Libchitz 
  Jennifer Pierre 
City Council Meeting, September 8, 2014 
Transcript 2 September 8, 2014 City Council 
  Wayne Leach 
  John Chaney 
  David Keller 
  Teresa Barrett, Councilmember 
  Kathy Miller, Councilmember 
Notes: 
CL = Comment Letter 
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation 
SMART = Sonoma Marin Area Rapid Transit 
  



City of Petaluma  May 2015 

Rainier Cross-Town Connector 2. Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page 2-5 

2.3 MASTER RESPONSES 
The following Master Responses have been prepared to address comments that were raised by 
multiple commenters. The issues addressed by each Master Response are summarized.  
Following each issue summary is a response. The order of the following Master Responses does 
not reflect the importance of any single issue in relation to all of the others. 

 
Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis Approach 
Summary of comments: The cumulative analysis prepared in the DEIR was incomplete or 
inadequate.  
 
Response: The cumulative analysis was prepared using the General Plan method as described in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B): 
 

A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or 
related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the 
cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, 
or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections may 
also be contained in an adopted or certified prior environmental document for such a 
plan. Such projections may be supplemented with additional information such as a 
regional modeling program. Any such document shall be referenced and made available 
to the public at a location specified by the lead agency. 

 
The cumulative analysis considers full implementation of the City’s 2025 General Plan including 
but not limited to the following specific projects: 
 

• Shasta Avenue extension to Rainier (seen in Figure 3.2-4 of the General Plan EIR) 
• Sid Commons 
• Petaluma Outlet Works Expansion 

 
The 2025 General Plan assumed an increase of 27 percent in housing units and an increase of 36 
percent in non-residential building area would be developed by 2025. However, growth in the 
city of Petaluma slowed after the adoption of the General Plan in May of 2008. A full buildout of 
the General Plan may occur later than the originally anticipated 2025 date.  
 
The project cumulative impacts analysis is consistent with the assumption used to assess impacts 
from buildout of the General Plan, as presented in the General Plan EIR. The development 
assumptions include an increase in housing and non-housing buildings, a new land use map, and 
an extension of the existing urban growth boundary for the City of Petaluma. For most resources, 
the project cumulative impacts analysis found no cumulatively considerable impacts from the 
project.  
 
Two sections of particular concern in the public comments, the cumulative analysis of traffic and 
the cumulative analysis of hydrology, are addressed in more detail below. The cumulative impact 
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analysis and the General Plan EIR it references thoroughly analyzed these impacts at the full 
General Plan buildout, including the project, to determine if the project would contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable impact.  
 
Cumulative Traffic Analysis  
The Rainier Cross-Town Connector traffic study included evaluation of the cumulative traffic 
impacts resulting from buildout of the City’s General Plan, including the project. This section 
provides a brief overview of the methods used to analyze cumulative traffic impacts. Master 
Response 5 provides a more detailed description of the findings from the analysis. As described 
in Section 6.4.1.12, the Cumulative No Project and Cumulative With Project traffic analysis are 
based on traffic generated from full buildout of the General Plan. The only difference between 
Cumulative No Project and Cumulative With Project is that under Cumulative No Project, the 
project is not assumed to be in place, while under Cumulative With Project the project is 
assumed to be in place.  This allows for the evaluation of the cumulatively considerable impact 
that is associated with the project.  

The buildout of the General Plan includes development projects in the vicinity of the Rainier 
Avenue Extension such as the Deer Creek Village, Petaluma Outlet Works Expansion, and Sid 
Commons, among others. Major roadway improvements included in the cumulative traffic 
analysis are consistent with the proposed roadway network in the General Plan, and include the 
widening of Highway 101 to provide HOV vehicle lanes in both directions, the widening of Old 
Redwood Highway Interchange, improvements to the Washington Street Interchange, and 
completion of the North Petaluma Boulevard street grid, including the Shasta Avenue Extension 
and southward extension of Industrial Avenue. These roadway expansions are identified, and 
would have to be funded through the City of Petaluma’s Traffic Impact Fee Program, or other 
available sources. 

As described in Section 6.4.1.12, under Cumulative No Project Conditions neither the Rainier 
Avenue Extension nor the Shasta Avenue Extension would be built, and access to Sid Commons 
and Petaluma Outlet Mall Expansion would be provided through other nearby roadways such as 
Graylawn Avenue, Burlington Drive, and the existing Petaluma Outlet Mall to ensure 
consistency with the land use plans in the Petaluma General Plan. Under Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions, the Rainier Avenue Extension would allow for the Shasta Avenue extension, Sid 
Commons driveway, and the Petaluma Outlet Mall Expansion driveway, consistent with the 
Petaluma General Plan. As described in Section 5.5.2, Alternative B would not allow for 
connections, and access to these land uses would be similar to Cumulative No Project 
Conditions. As described in Section 5.5.3, Alternative C would allow for connections similar to 
the project. Therefore, traffic generated by the adjacent development projects is accounted for 
under all cumulative conditions scenarios.  
 
Cumulative Hydrology Analysis  
The Rainier Cross-Town Connector evaluated the cumulative hydrological impacts resulting 
from buildout of the City’s General Plan, including the project. The methodology utilized in the 
analysis assumes full buildout of the City’s Land Use Plan as identified in the General Plan and 
analyzed in the General Plan EIR, which included development projects in the vicinity of the 
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Rainier Avenue Extension such as the Deer Creek Village, Petaluma Outlet Works Expansion, 
and Sid Commons, among others. The General Plan EIR analysis found that full buildout of the 
General Plan may expose people or structures to risk of existing flooding hazards or may place 
structures which could impede or redirect flood flows.  Policies in the General Plan therefore 
require projects like the Rainier Avenue cross-town connector to contribute zero net fill.  In 
addition, the General Plan lays out policies for the City of Petaluma to re-map the 100-year flood 
boundary and develop a regional plan to minimize flooding impacts. With mitigations, the full 
buildout of the General Plan was not found to significantly impact hydrology and this project 
was not found to be cumulatively considerable. The project specific hydrology impacts are 
discussed further in Master Response 7.  

 
Master Response 2: Establishing Baseline for CEQA 
Summary of comments: The baseline used in the Draft EIR was not accurate or was incomplete.  
 
Response: The California Supreme Court recently ruled through the Neighbors for Smart Rail v. 
Exposition Metro Line (S202828 - 8.5.13.) case that existing conditions should serve as the 
baseline unless substantial evidence is provided to justify otherwise. By affirming that a baseline 
other than existing conditions may be used, the court accepted that the guidelines allow for this 
provision but only under certain circumstances.  
 
In the Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line ruling, the court states, "A departure 
from this norm can be justified by substantial evidence that an analysis based on existing 
conditions would tend to be misleading or without information valued to the EIR users." In this 
EIR, the existing condition was used as the baseline for all of the analyses except Transportation 
and two additional sections where part of the analysis relies on Transportation (Air Quality and 
Noise).  In these sections, the existing traffic conditions were described as required by CEQA 
and in addition, the traffic projections for the project opening year of 2020 were described.  
These traffic projections were used as the baseline in the Transportation, Air Quality and Noise 
sections because these analyses required comparing traffic conditions between the Project and 
No Project alternatives.  
 
If existing traffic conditions were used as a baseline in these sections, this would have provided 
for a misleading analysis that would not have provided the necessary information to EIR users. 
Comparing the traffic contribution of the project (projected to 2020) to existing conditions when 
the NOP was issued would not represent a scenario that could ever occur, and would understate 
the effect of the project and potentially understate the need for project-related mitigation. Such 
an analysis would not take into account overall growth in the city’s traffic that will occur through 
the opening year of 2020. The analysis of these lower traffic volumes could consequently show 
acceptable levels of service when the project volumes are added, as opposed to the higher 
volumes of 2020 conditions combined with project-related changes in traffic that might indicate 
potential impacts and the need for mitigation.  
 
The traffic analysis methods are described in Section 4.12.3.1, including the roadway network 
used for the traffic modeling. Improvements to US 101, Old Redwood Highway, and local streets 
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that are anticipated by the year 2020 are important changes that were included, and create a 
representative Opening Year condition consistent with the General Plan and transportation 
improvement planning. In fact, most of the anticipated projects that were included in the traffic 
analysis are already in construction or completed. Therefore, not including these predicted 
conditions or background traffic growth, while only including the proposed project based on 
traffic at the time the NOP was issued, would almost certainly have undercounted trips, volumes 
and levels of service. Current status of these roadway network improvements are as follows: 
 
Highway 101 Widening. The Marin-Sonoma Narrows project is widening the US 101 corridor 
through these counties to six lanes, adding High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) facilities, and 
updating infrastructure connecting the freeway to local roads. Construction in Petaluma is 
currently underway with completion expected in 2018. 

Old Redwood Highway Interchange Widening. The Old Redwood/US 101 Interchange between 
Petaluma Boulevard North and North McDowell Boulevard will widen the Old Redwood 
Highway overpass to four traffic lanes, with one bicycle lane in each direction and ADA-
compliant pedestrian paths in each direction. The new interchange will also come with new on 
and off ramps, each with two lanes. The highway will be widened to accommodate standard 
shoulders and sound walls will be built next to existing sound walls along the southbound 
highway. This project is under construction and expected to finish in summer 2015. 

Washington Street Interchange Improvements. The East Washington Street Interchange has been 
upgraded, existing freeway onramps have been realigned and an additional ramp to northbound 
Highway 101 has been added. Construction was completed in Spring 2013. 

North Petaluma Boulevard Grid. A grid of streets is planned for development near North 
Petaluma Boulevard adjacent to the Rainier Avenue extension and a planned southward 
extension of Industrial Avenue. Environmental review has not yet begun for this project and 
funding sources are not known at this time.  
 
The 2020 opening year was considered a reasonable assumption for several reasons. Although 
the Rainier Cross-Town Connector has been included in the City’s General Plan, it represents a 
relatively substantial investment of funds. One major funding source will be the City’s traffic 
mitigation fee program, which will take time to accumulate. Besides the City’s approval of this 
EIR, regulatory permit approvals from state and federal agencies are required, and agreements 
for the SMART rail corridor crossing and utility agreements are needed (listed in Table 3-3 of 
the DEIR). Final design must be completed. Right-of-way acquisition is also required, described 
in Section 3.3.4.2. Construction, involving the types of structures at the railroad and river 
crossing, can expect to require at least one to two years, or more. In addition, Caltrans’ work on 
the “MSN C2” project is anticipated to begin in 2018, which when completed will accommodate 
the planned Rainier Avenue corridor (The Rainier Avenue undercrossing of US 101 is described 
in Section 3.1.1 of the DEIR). Due to these necessary and sometimes sequential important steps, 
it can therefore take years to complete and open a new roadway alignment. The 2020 year 
forecast was assumed as a minimum planning target date to allow a reasonable time frame to 
complete for all of these events. Applying an earlier date to complete construction was not 
viewed as reasonable or realistic at the time the EIR process proceeded. If additional time is 
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required beyond 2020, an addendum or supplemental EIR may be appropriate to evaluate 
whether any changes in time or circumstances affect the conclusions of this EIR. 
 
For these reasons, the existing conditions baseline was not relied upon and the more accurate 
future baseline was used for analysis of Transportation and its associated studies for Air Quality 
and Noise.  Using the future baseline allowed for the comparison of the opening year 2020 with 
and without the project, overlayed on future development and future traffic volumes, for the most 
accurate evaluation and comparison of the impacts of the project against the No Project 
alternative.  
 
For the analysis of all other sections of the EIR, such as Biological Resources or Cultural 
Resources, the existing setting was used as the baseline since there is no reasonable expectation 
that these resources would change or otherwise be substantially different at opening year 2020. 
Applying the existing conditions as the baseline for these sections was considered the most 
accurate to develop the impact analysis and avoidance or mitigation measures.  
 
The assessment of cumulative impacts, described in Section 6.4, went beyond the 2020 opening 
year and considered buildout conditions under the General Plan, where applicable. Traffic is the 
primary topic affected by buildout conditions, and those conditions were modeled and evaluated.  

 
Master Response 3: Opening Year Traffic Operations 
Summary of comments: Why is traffic relief being compared in the year 2020? 
 
Response: As described in Section 4.12.3.1, the Year 2020 was selected to represent Opening 
Year project conditions because this is when the roadway would be complete and open for use. 
The reason for using this future year (2020) was to represent conditions when the project could 
reasonably be expected to open to traffic (following funding, and completion of right-of-way, 
permits and agreements, and construction; see Master Response #2). Using a future year also 
captures traffic growth and any other changes in the local roadway network that might affect an 
accurate analysis of impacts and mitigation.  Section 4.12.3.1 presents the roadway and 
development assumptions for Year 2020. Table B (presented below) summarizes the change in 
average vehicle delay and level of service (LOS) at study intersections during the AM and PM 
peak hour with greater than five seconds of change in delay. Note that the “existing condition” 
LOS F at Intersection 13 has likely improved already, since the East Washington Street 
Interchange improvements were completed in December 2013. 
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Table B. Opening Year (2020) Intersection Operating Conditions – Change with Project 

Int 
ID Intersection 

Peak 
Hour 

Change from No Project to Plus Project 

Vehicle Delay LOS 
1 Old Redwood Highway/North McDowell Boulevard PM -16 seconds D to C 
3 Old Redwood Highway/ Highway 101 Southbound Ramps PM -7 seconds No change 

6 Petaluma Boulevard North/Corona Road (Skillman Lane) 
AM -11 seconds E to D 
PM -25 seconds E to D 

7 Rainier Avenue/North McDowell Boulevard 
AM +22 seconds B to C (New roadway 

terminus) 

PM +34 seconds A to D (New roadway 
terminus) 

8 Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North 
AM 40 seconds New intersection (D) 
PM >80 seconds New intersection (F)1 

9 Petaluma Boulevard North /Sycamore Lane(Shasta Avenue) PM +6 seconds A to B 

10 Petaluma Boulevard North/Magnolia Avenue (Payran Street) 
AM +7 seconds No change 
PM +14 seconds C to D 

11 East Washington Street/McDowell Boulevard 
AM ->35 seconds F to D 
PM ->36 seconds F to D 

12 East Washington Street/ Highway 101 Northbound Ramps 
AM ->13 seconds C to A 
PM +13 seconds B to C 

13 East Washington Street/ Highway 101 Southbound Ramps2 
AM ->31 seconds F to D 
PM -19 seconds D to C 

14 East Washington Street/ Ellis Street 
AM -29 seconds D to C 
PM -13 seconds D to C 

15 East Washington Street /Payran Street 
AM -9 seconds No change 
PM -18 seconds D to C 

16 East Washington Street/Lakeville Street PM -18 seconds D to C 
Notes: BOLD indicates unacceptable conditions. Green highlights indicate improvement from unacceptable to acceptable operations. 
Red highlights indicate acceptable to unacceptable operations. 

1. With Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 the intersection operations would improve to LOS D. 
2. Opening Year (2020) intersection operations include the East Washington Street Interchange improvements completed in 

December 2013. These improvements include a second westbound left-turn lane onto the southbound US 101 on-ramp, a 
new westbound slip lane on-ramp to northbound US 101, and a widened northbound US 101 off-ramp that includes dual 
right- and left-turn lanes. 

Source: Fehr & Peers October 2014. 
 

Based on the intersection operations analysis the following three study intersections are expected 
to operate at an unacceptable service level (LOS E or F) under Year 2020 No Project Conditions: 

• Petaluma Boulevard North/Corona Road (Skillman Lane) – LOS E during the AM and PM 
peak hours,  

• East Washington Street/McDowell Boulevard – LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours, 
and  

• East Washington Street/Highway 101 Southbound Ramps – LOS F during the AM peak hour. 
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These intersections degrade from acceptable LOS under existing conditions to unacceptable 
service levels due to forecasted growth in traffic associated with planned development. Similarly, 
due to increased traffic from planned development within Petaluma, the traffic operations are 
anticipated to worsen at Petaluma Blvd/Corona (PM), Washington/McDowell (AM), East 
Washington/101 NB Ramps (PM), East Washington/101 SB Ramps (AM), and East 
Washington/Ellis (PM) under Year 2020 No Project conditions. 

The project would add a new crossing of Highway 101 and is expected to divert traffic away 
from congested corridors such as Corona Road and East Washington Street. As shown in Table 
B above, all three intersections that operate at unacceptable service levels under No Project 
conditions would improve to acceptable LOS D or better conditions under Project conditions.    

Under Project conditions only one intersection (Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North) 
would operate at unacceptable service levels. Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 would increase the 
capacity of this intersection such that its operations would result in acceptable LOS D or better 
conditions.   

While congested corridors in Petaluma, such as East Washington Street and Corona Road, would 
see a decrease in vehicle delay and reduced congestion due to the project, there are several 
locations that would see increases in vehicle delay with the Project. At most of these locations, 
the changes in vehicle delay would be very minor (i.e. several seconds). These changes in delay 
would be primarily caused by small increases in traffic due to shifting traffic patterns caused by 
the project.  

Several intersections would see a larger increase in delay, such as McDowell Boulevard/Rainier 
Avenue and Petaluma Boulevard/Magnolia Avenue under Project conditions (year 2020), due to 
the addition of vehicles shifting from Washington Street and Corona Road to make use of the 
new crosstown connector. However, even after additional traffic is added to these intersections 
they would still continue to operate at LOS D or better conditions. Under Project conditions and 
with Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, all of the study intersections would operate at acceptable 
LOS D or better conditions. 

As described in Section 4.12.3.1, under Opening Year No Project Conditions, access to the Sid 
Commons and Petaluma Outlet Mall Expansion sites would be provided through other nearby 
roadways such as Graylawn Avenue, Burlington Drive, and the existing Petaluma Outlet Mall to 
ensure consistency with the land use plans in the Petaluma General Plan. Under Opening Year 
Plus Project Conditions, the Rainier Avenue Extension would allow for the Shasta Avenue 
extension, Sid Commons driveway, and the Petaluma Outlet Mall Expansion driveway, 
consistent with the Petaluma General Plan. As described in Section 5.5.2, Alternative B would 
not allow for connections, and access to these land uses would be similar to Opening Year No 
Project Conditions. As described in Section 5.5.3, Alternative C would allow for connections 
similar to the project. Therefore, traffic generated by a portion of the development at the adjacent 
lands with development potential are accounted for under all Opening Year scenarios.  
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Master Response 4: Consistency with the Petaluma General Plan 
Summary of comments: Is the methodology in the DEIR consistent with the General Plan to 
provide enough information to understand all of the trade-offs involved in approving the 
project?  
 
Response: As described in Section 4.12.2 of the DEIR, the General Plan specifically outlines 
how projects should weigh the benefits of pedestrian, bike, and transit access versus vehicle 
traffic. This project improves all conditions, including traffic conditions, and balances the modes, 
consistent with what has been outlined in the General Plan. General Plan policies providing 
guidance to traffic operations are shown in Table 4.12-7. This study analyzes the traffic 
conditions in a manner consistent with the General Plan. 

With regards to traffic operations, intersection operations were evaluated with LOS calculations 
as described in Section 4.12.1.2. This impact analysis is consistent with the City of Petaluma 
General Plan guidelines, as described in Section 4.12.4.1. LOS is a qualitative description of 
operations ranging from LOS A, when the roadway facility has excess capacity and vehicles 
experience little or no delay, to LOS F, where the volume of vehicles exceeds the capacity, 
resulting in long queues and excessive delays. Typically, LOS E represents “at-capacity” 
conditions and LOS F represents “over-capacity” conditions. At signalized intersections 
operating at LOS F, for example, drivers may have to wait through multiple signal cycles to 
proceed. Often, some approaches of intersections may operate worse than others. Per Chapter 16 
of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), the reported LOS for a signalized intersection is the 
average delay per vehicle of all the approaches. For example, if one approach is over capacity 
and operates at LOS F while another is under capacity and operates at LOS B, the reported LOS 
could be LOS C or D reflecting the average delay per vehicle. Per Policy 5-P-10 of the Petaluma 
General Plan, LOS D or better operations are considered acceptable operations for motor 
vehicles.  
 
Master Response 5: Cumulative Traffic Operations With and Without the Project 
Summary of comments: Is cumulative traffic improved with the project as compared to the No 
Project alternative? 
 
Response: Table 6.4.11-1 in Section 6.4.1.12 presents Cumulative No Project and Cumulative 
With Project analysis results.  As shown in Table 6.4.11-1, for every location that operates at 
unacceptable LOS E or F conditions under No Project conditions, the project would improve 
operations by at least one service level.  For every study intersection on Washington Street, the 
project would improve operations by one service level and in some cases two service levels over 
the No Project scenario during the AM and PM peak hour.  Impact CUMULATIVE TRANS-1 
identifies cumulative impacts under both No Project and With Project conditions. The majority 
of locations listed are impacts under the Cumulative No Project scenario. These impacts are a 
result of planned development identified in the General Plan and not a result of implementing the 
project.  Mitigation Measure Cumulative TRANS-1 is intended to address impacts caused by the 
project (i.e. degradation over the No Project scenario) and would reduce the project impacts to 
less than significant.   
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Table C (presented below) summarizes the change in average vehicle delay and LOS at study 
intersections during the AM and PM peak hour with greater than five seconds of change in delay. 
As noted in Section 6.4.1.12, the timing of the Shasta Avenue extension is unknown. Therefore, 
the traffic operations with and without the Shasta Avenue extension are shown in Table C.  

Table C. Cumulative Intersection Operating Conditions – Change with Project 

Int 
ID Intersection 

Peak 
Hour 

Change from No Project to Plus Project 

Vehicle Delay1 LOS 
1 Old Redwood Highway/North McDowell Boulevard PM -23 seconds E to D 

3 Old Redwood Highway/ Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps PM -9 seconds C to B 

4 Old Redwood Highway/Stony Point Road(Industrial 
Avenue) PM -6 seconds D to C 

5 Corona Road/North McDowell Boulevard AM - 6 seconds No change 

6 Petaluma Boulevard North/Corona Road (Skillman 
Lane) 

AM -14 seconds E to D 
PM -23 seconds E to D 

7 Rainier Avenue/North McDowell Boulevard 
AM +26 seconds B to D (New roadway 

terminus) 

PM +46 seconds A to E (New roadway 
terminus)1 

11 East Washington Street/McDowell Boulevard 
AM ->35 seconds F to D 
PM ->27 seconds F to D 

12 East Washington Street/ Highway 101 Northbound 
Ramps 

AM -16 seconds C to A 
PM -13 seconds C to B 

13 East Washington Street/ Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps 

AM ->11 seconds F to E 
PM ->31 seconds F to D 

14 East Washington Street/ Ellis Street 
AM ->47 seconds F to C 
PM -42 seconds E to C 

15 East Washington Street /Payran Street 
AM -25 seconds D to C 
PM -43 seconds E to C 

16 East Washington Street/Lakeville Street 
AM -9 seconds No change 
PM -21 seconds D to C 

Scenario 1: Rainier Avenue/Shasta Avenue at Petaluma Boulevard North - With Shasta Extension 

8 Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North 
A
M +14 New intersection (B) 

PM +27 New intersection (C) 

9 Petaluma Boulevard North /Sycamore Lane(Shasta 
Avenue) 

A
M +29 seconds A to D (New roadway 

terminus) 

PM +>70 seconds A to F (New roadway 
terminus)2 

Scenario 2: Rainier Avenue/Shasta Avenue at Petaluma Boulevard North - Without Shasta Extension 

8 Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North  A
M 61 seconds E (New intersection)3 
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Table C. Cumulative Intersection Operating Conditions – Change with Project 

Int 
ID Intersection 

Peak 
Hour 

Change from No Project to Plus Project 

Vehicle Delay1 LOS 
PM >80 seconds F (New intersection)3 

9 Petaluma Boulevard North /Sycamore Lane(Shasta 
Avenue) 

A
M No Change No Change 

PM +6 seconds A to B 
Notes: BOLD indicates unacceptable conditions. Green highlights indicate improvement from unacceptable to acceptable 
operations. Red highlights indicate acceptable to unacceptable operations. 

1. Policy 5-P-10 A of the City’s 2025 General Plan notes that a lower Level of Service (LOS) may be deemed acceptable, 
by the City, in instances where the City finds that potential vehicular traffic mitigations (such as adding additional lanes 
or modifying signal timing) would conflict with the Guiding Principles of the General Plan. The City’s 2025 General 
Plan EIR identified several intersections where a lower LOS was deemed acceptable including Rainier Avenue/North 
McDowell Boulevard. 

2. If the Shasta Avenue extension is built, traffic would shift to Shasta Avenue and degrade operations to LOS F. With 
Mitigation Measure CUMULATIVE TRANS-1 the intersection operations would improve to LOS D. 

3. With Mitigation Measure CUMULATIVE TRANS-1 the intersection operations would improve to LOS D. 
Source: Fehr & Peers October 2014. 
 
Master Response 6: Washington Street Travel Time Comparison 
Summary of comments: Does the project improve travel times on Washington Street? 
 
Response: For every study intersection on Washington Street, the project would improve 
operations by one service level and in some cases two service levels over the No Project scenario 
during the AM and PM peak hour. These improved service levels would translate into improved 
travel times on Washington Street. As shown in Table D below, the project would reduce both 
the eastbound and westbound travel times compared to the No Project scenario under year 2020 
and cumulative conditions. The project benefit during the peak hours would continue at full 
implementation of the General Plan. Although no technical evaluation was performed for time 
periods outside the AM and PM peak hour it can be surmised that the project would likely reduce 
traffic volumes on Washington Street throughout the day as result of providing an alternative 
crossing of Highway 101. As such, the project is expected to have either no change in travel time 
or a reduction in travel time on Washington Street during all time periods of the day. 
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Table D. East Washington Street Travel Time Estimates 
(Lakeville Street to McDowell Boulevard) 

Peak 
Hour 

East Washington 
Street Direction 

No Project to Plus Project  
Net Change 

No Project to Plus Project  
Percent Change 

Travel Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Average Speed 
(miles per hour) 

Travel Time 
(Min:Sec) 

Average Speed 
(miles per hour) 

Opening Year 

AM 
Eastbound 02:17 3.7 -31% 45% 
Westbound 00:26 1.2 -9% 10% 

PM 
Eastbound 01:01 2.0 -17% 20% 
Westbound 01:48 3.4 -27% 37% 

Cumulative Conditions 

AM 
Eastbound 03:15 4.0 -37% 57% 
Westbound 01:08 2.6 -20% 24% 

PM 
Eastbound 04:16 4.5 -42% 74% 
Westbound 02:23 4.5 -34% 51% 

Notes: Travel time under uncongested conditions is estimated to be 2:30-3:00. Congestion and signal delay along the corridor 
currently adds between 1:30 and 4:00 of travel time depending on the peak hour and direction of travel.  
Source: Fehr & Peers October 2014. 
 

Master Response 7: Hydrology and Flooding 
Summary of comments: The DEIR does not adequately address the impacts on hydrology and 
flooding. 
 
Response: Impacts on flooding could occur in two different ways – either by affecting the ability 
of the river to convey flood flows (i.e., changing the hydraulics) or by contributing additional 
water to the peak flood flows (i.e., changing the hydrology). Both of these impact mechanisms 
are analyzed in the EIR.  
 
A portion of the bridge support structure (e.g., piers and abutments) would be constructed in the 
FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain. In general, bridge piers and abutments that are placed in 
a floodplain would occupy area that could otherwise be used to convey flows. The bridge 
footings can act as an obstruction that reduces the conveyance capacity at that specific cross-
section of the river, thereby backing up water on the upstream side of the bridge and increasing 
localized water surface elevations. At the bridge, water accelerates through the narrower opening 
caused by the footings until it clears the obstruction and returns to pre-project base flood 
elevations. The potential for this impact was evaluated in the DEIR. 
 
Hydraulic modeling was used to evaluate potential effects from the bridge support structure to 
convey 100-year flood flows with regard to the height of flood waters with and without the 
project. A full description of the modeling is included in Appendix E of the DEIR. The analysis 
included use of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Hydrologic Engineering Center River 
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Analysis System (HEC-RAS) model, using inputs of channel cross section geometry, flow, and 
assumptions regarding the condition of the channel. The proposed bridge concept dimensions 
were included in the modeled channel and banks, including abutments on each side of the bridge, 
retaining walls and the bridge’s supporting bents (or columns). The hydraulic modeling indicated 
that base flood elevations immediately upstream of the bridge could increase by up to 0.03 feet 
(less than ½ inch) and there would be no change in base flood elevations downstream of the 
bridge. This potential rise in base flood elevations at and immediately upstream of the bridge 
would gradually decrease over distance in upstream areas. This effect is almost entirely 
contributed to by the necessary placement of structures, primarily piers and the abutments, in a 
portion of the channel.  
 
The hydraulic assessment was based on the preliminary design. Structures such as the piers and 
abutments will undergo final design. One option to eliminate the calculated increase in flow 
within the channel would be slightly wider spacing between the proposed bridge abutments, 
creating a wider opening for flood events to pass beneath the bridge. An increase of 0.03 feet in 
the base flood elevation could potentially be eliminated by shifting the abutments 1 to 3 feet 
more apart. Later stages of design will include additional design details such as those described 
above, that would meet the City’s no net fill policy (these measures are discussed in Mitigation 
Measure HYD-1).  
 
During smaller flood flow events, the potential rise in flood elevations upstream of the bridge 
would be less than those predicted by the 100-year event (i.e., less than ½ inch). Floodplain areas 
downstream of the bridge would have no change in base flood elevations. Therefore, the results 
of the hydraulic analysis indicate that the project could have minimal and localized effects on 
floodplain elevations near the bridge crossing during large, 100-year flood events or greater.  
 
The DEIR also discusses potential impacts on flooding from new impervious areas. With respect 
to flooding, impacts can occur when additional runoff from new paved surfaces contributes to 
peak flood flows in the river. As described in Impact HYD-2 in the DEIR, the project would add 
approximately 8.6 acres of new impervious surfaces, including the new bridge, sidewalks and 
road (Rainier Avenue extension). Pre-project and post-project runoff from the project area was 
calculated for the 100-year event using the methodology described in the Somona County Water 
Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria manual. Peak flow from the project area could increase 
by about 6 to 7 cubic feet per second (cfs). This flow is small (less than 0.1 percent) compared to 
the 100-year flow in the river (estimated by FEMA to be 6,750 cfs). Furthermore, the timing of 
the peak flow from the project area is unlikely to coincide with the timing of the peak flow in the 
river. The timing of the 100-year peak flow in the river is a function of the time of concentration 
in the watershed. Because the upstream watershed is large (approximately 45.4 square miles or 
29,000 acres), it takes time for the peak runoff from the most intense precipitation of the 100-
year storm to reach the project area (likely hours). Under pre-project conditions, rainfall within 
the project area would quickly contribute to flood flows near the proposed bridge location. The 
project area’s peak runoff from the most intense precipitation of the 100-year storm would likely 
reach the river in less than ½ hour. This is due to the project area’s close proximity to the river. 
Under most storm events, the peak runoff from the project area would reach the proposed bridge 
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location prior to the river’s peak flood flow, which is influenced by the entire watershed, and by 
the time the river reaches its peak flood flow, runoff from the project area would already be 
reduced. 
 
The contribution from new impervious areas to base flow elevations would also be minor. 
Hydraulic modeling (HEC-RAS) was used to evaluate the change in water surface elevations due 
to the addition of 7 cfs to the 100-year flow in the river. There was no measurable change in 
water surface elevations (i.e., 0.00 foot), as predicted by the model, when this additional flow 
was placed either before or after the bridge.  
 
The roadway will include drainage facilities that collect and convey storm water runoff. These 
will include curbs and storm drains. With the project, rain that would otherwise have fallen 
directly into the river, the floodplain, or on undeveloped areas adjacent to the floodplain would 
instead fall on the new road or the bridge and be conveyed through a stormwater drainage system 
to an engineered vegetated swale constructed (or improved) as part of the project. The vegetated 
swale would be a low impact development stormwater treatment control BMP that would slow 
the runoff and provide an opportunity for a portion of the runoff to infiltrate into groundwater. 
Because runoff from the project would be conveyed through a vegetated swale, the project would 
cause minimal changes in both the volume and the timing associated with contributions to peak 
flood flows in the river. Stormwater drainage systems for the project would be designed per the 
City’s stormwater treatment guidelines to capture all runoff from new impermeable surfaces. The 
rate of captured runoff entering the Petaluma River would not result in additional on- or off-site 
flooding.  
 
As explained in Master Response 1, the project is included in the City’s General Plan and 
analyzed in the General Plan EIR as part of the City’s planned buildout. The General Plan EIR 
found that, under the cumulative development scenario, hydrology and water quality impacts 
would be less than significant. Runoff from potential future new impervious surfaces from other 
construction projects in the area were not included in hydraulic modeling for this project, as any 
proposed new area is unknown and would be speculative with regard to a quantitative analysis. 
As other independent future development projects are moved forward through plan and 
environmental review, they would be subject to the same requirements to evaluate runoff 
contribution and impacts, including quantitative evaluation of any substantial or cumulative 
runoff and flooding contributions and impacts.  

 
Master Response 8: Corona Road as an Alternative 
Summary of comments: A cross-town connector at Corona Road should have been evaluated as 
an alternative to a cross-town connector at Rainier Avenue.  
 
Response: Corona Road is an east-west two lane road located about 1.2 miles north of the 
proposed location of the Rainier Avenue Cross-Town Connector. It has existing bridge crossings 
of US 101 and Petaluma River. The City has a long history of considering various options to 
achieve the desired east/west connectivity that would be realized by the proposed Rainier Cross-
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Town Connector including through the use of a Corona Road Alternative. This history includes 
the following: 
 

• The City’s General Plan since 1961 has considered various options to meet the objective 
of providing east/west connectivity and alleviating traffic congestion and identified an 
interchange at Corona Road as a possible option (there are no existing ramp connections 
between Corona Road and US 101). 

 
• The Corona/Ely Specific Plan EIR (1989) also considered opportunities to utilize Corona 

Road to alleviate traffic congestion including an interchange at Corona Road. 
 

• As part of the environmental document prepared for the Rainier Avenue Cross-Town 
Connector and Interchange Project, which the City prepared in May 1998 prior to 
separating the two elements into distinct projects, a number of alternatives were 
considered including Corona Road.  

 
• In 2003 Fehr and Peers conducted the Cross-Town Mobility Enhancement Alternative 

Analysis as a precursor to the General Plan Update, which included an evaluation of 
Corona Road.  

 
Past studies and planning efforts all ruled out Corona Road as a viable option to alleviate traffic 
congestion. As is reflected in the current General Plan 2025, the Rainier Cross-Town Connector 
(project) and a possible future interchange were identified as the preferred means to meet the 
objectives of the General Plan as compared to Corona Road for a variety of reasons as described 
below.  
  
First, despite the General Plan classification of Corona Road as an Arterial, the City has 
historically kept Corona Road rural in nature, with one lane in each direction. All development 
over the last 25 years along Corona Road has been limited in size and intensity including a 
limited number of new access driveways to Corona Road. Only larger parcel sizes with larger 
setbacks have been allowed. Existing historic-era homes and barns and water tanks have been 
conditioned to remain. Urban-type street improvements have not been permitted. The vision for a 
rural-feeling country road has been consistently applied, and the result is that this roadway is 
distinct from other roadways within City limits.  
 
Second, widening Corona Road would increase capacity and could provide some traffic relief but 
only half of what would be gained by a new four-lane route proposed at Rainier Avenue (i.e., 
widening Corona Road would add one lane in each direction, in comparison to the project which 
would add two lanes in each direction). A one lane alternative for Rainier Avenue was not 
considered as it would not provide adequate capacity to serve build out conditions anticipated in 
the General Plan.  
 
Third, widening Corona Road would involve similar or greater environmental and monetary 
costs compared to the project. Widening Corona Road would involve reconstruction of the 
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bridge crossings at the Petaluma River and US 101 and would have similar construction costs to 
the proposed project.  There would also be similar impacts to biological habitat along and within 
the Petaluma River, and construction would similarly occur within FEMA mapped 100 –year 
floodplain areas. There would be substantial impacts to Corona Road and Skillman Lane, since 
they function as rural roadways and are not designed to accommodate large traffic volumes. 
Widening Corona Road would require acquisition of right-of-way and would adversely impact 
the Auction Yard, existing mobile homes, and other existing uses proximate to Corona Road at 
the Highway 101 overpass. Additionally, expansion of Corona Road could result in growth-
inducement since it is located at the edge of the City and the UGB.  
 
Fourth, the project was developed as a means to alleviate traffic congestion identified along East 
Washington Street. Corona Road is located farther away from East Washington and would not 
provide the same benefit that Rainier Avenue would provide in shifting trips away from East 
Washington. 
 
Lastly, the Rainier Avenue Cross-Town Connector is included in the City’s General Plan while 
expansion of Corona Avenue is not; widening of Corona Avenue would not be consistent with 
the General Plan without an amendment. Moreover, since Corona Road is an already existing 
available route, it would not meet the objective of providing a new cross-town crossing of the 
Petaluma River. As such it would conflict with the General Plan Guiding Principal #13 which 
names the Rainier Avenue underpass/interchange as a new east/west City link2.  
 
A new interchange a Corona Road was also considered, but was also ruled out as there are a 
number of constraints. It is also important to note that an interchange at Corona Road would not 
achieve the necessary spacing between interchanges required by Caltrans. The highway spacing 
distance between Corona Road and Old Redwood Highway is closer than the spacing between 
East Washington Street and Rainier Avenue. Therefore the same spacing concern identified by 
Caltrans for the future Rainier interchange due to inadequate distance from East Washington also 
exists for an interchange at Corona Road.  
 
In conclusion, City’s past planning documents have considered the viability of Corona Road as a 
means to alleviate traffic congestion and have determined that the Rainier cross-town connector 
was the preferred alternative because it would be less expensive, would have fewer 
environmental impacts, and would provide more traffic relief. Thus, an alternatives analysis that 
further investigated Corona Road was not revisited as part of the DEIR. Finally, note that a four-
lane Rainier Avenue alignment does not necessarily eliminate or preclude future consideration 
for widening or other improvements that might increase the capacity of Corona Road in addition 
to the Rainier Avenue project.  

 

                                                 
2 City of Petaluma, 2008a. City of Petaluma: General Plan 2025. Adopted May 18, 2008. 

Accessed at: http://cityofpetaluma.net/genplan/gp2025/gp2025final.pdf. p.I-10. 
 

http://cityofpetaluma.net/genplan/gp2025/gp2025final.pdf
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2.4 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 
Individual comment letters and public meeting testimony is reproduced in the remainder of this 
section, followed by responses.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 

Scott Wilson, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

Response 1-1: Commenter notes that a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) permit must 
be obtained. As listed in Table 3-3 of the DEIR, an Incidental Take Permit may be needed from 
CDFW for the project prior to construction. The City would apply for this permit once the 
project has been designed in sufficient detail. Regulatory permits cannot be issued by resource 
agencies until CEQA review has been completed.  

Response 1-2: Commenter notes that a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement may be 
required for the project. As listed in Table 3-3 of the DEIR, a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
will be needed from CDFW prior to construction. Coordination to date has consisted of 
providing CDFW a copy of this EIR. As reiterated in their comment letter, the DEIR included 
review of a species list from CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and a 
discussion on the potential impacts to the riparian habitat (Impact BIO-3), the measures that will 
be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to the riparian habitat (Mitigation BIO-1, BIO-2, 
BIO-7 and BIO-8), and the associate compensatory mitigation (Mitigation BIO-3). The City 
would apply for the Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement once CEQA review has been 
completed and the project has been designed in sufficient detail. The City will consult with 
CDFW as needed during permit review.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 
Erik Alm, Caltrans 
Response 2-1: Commenter notes that the City of Petaluma is responsible for all project 
mitigation, including any needed improvements to State highways, fair share contributions, 
financing, scheduling, and implementation. This project, like many major infrastructure 
improvements, is not funded. As a proposed roadway, it is expected it will be funded through 
multiple sources, including developer impact fees. The responsibilities and requirements for the 
project and mitigation measures are included with each impact and mitigation. A Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program is included in the FEIR, summarizing the measures from the 
DEIR, and listing the responsible parties for each of those measures and at what point in project 
development they will be completed. 

Response 2-2: Commenter notes that mitigation measures should be presented in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and that the City continues working with Caltrans to ensure 
that their concerns are resolved prior to submitting an encroachment permit. The implementation 
and monitoring of mitigation measures is described in the MMRP (See Chapter 4 herein). The 
need for an encroachment permit from Caltrans was identified in Table 3-3 of the DEIR. The 
City will work with Caltrans through the project permitting and approval process.  

Response 2-3 Commenter notes that Figure 3.3 and Figure 3.6 show retaining walls across the 
floodplain as opposed to the bridge.  The figures were modified to remove the retaining wall 
labels. 

Response 2-4: The commenter asks if the level of design for the two new permanent drainage 
outfalls shown in Figure 4.7-2 is at the point where the location and size of the outfalls are 
determined. The figure indicates where permanent erosion protection may be placed. The 
drainage system as presented in the DEIR is described based on a conceptual design. The final 
location and size of the outfalls has not been definitively determined. The drainage plans would 
be developed at a later stage of design, and would be included as part of the project permit 
applications.  

Response 2-5: The commenter asks that the Construction Management Plan (CMP) be made 
available to Caltrans for review and comment. A construction management plan will be prepared 
as a part of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2. This plan will be provided to Caltrans for their 
review and comment prior to the commencement of construction. Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 
was updated to reflect this. 

“The construction management plan shall be submitted to Caltrans for review and approval prior 
to commencing construction. Implementation of mitigation measure TRANS-2 would reduce 
the…” 

The revision to TRANS-2 will ensure that the CMP will be made available to Caltrans for 
review. 

Response 2-6: The comment regards the traffic volume data used and if it has been verified 
against 2014 conditions. Most of the traffic volume data used for the analysis was based on 
information presented in the 2008 Rainier Avenue Traffic Report. As described in Section 
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4.12.3.1, per CEQA requirements, an EIR should include a description of the existing physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project at the time of the NOP. The NOP was 
issued in 2011 and therefore the existing conditions traffic analysis reflects 2011 conditions. The 
2008 Rainier Avenue Traffic Operations Report (TOR) presented 2008 traffic conditions and 
future year traffic forecasts based on various Rainier Concepts and buildout of the Petaluma 
General Plan. As shown in Table 4-12-2, new intersection turning movement volumes were 
collected at select locations in early 2012 to confirm that traffic volumes had not increased since 
2008. On average, traffic volumes decreased by 10 percent during the AM peak hour and 14 
percent during the PM peak hour since 2008. Therefore, the turning movement volumes 
presented in the 2008 Rainier Avenue Traffic Operations are appropriate for use in the DEIR. 
Freeway mainline volumes were collected in February 2012 following the NOP. The cumulative 
traffic forecasts presented in the 2008 Rainier Avenue TOR were reviewed and approved by 
Caltrans; therefore, the traffic forecasts were carried forward into the Rainier Cross-Town 
Connector Project DEIR as the Petaluma General Plan has not changed since the completion of 
the 2008 Rainier Avenue TOR. Based on the turning movements verification and that the 
General Plan has not changed, the 2008 traffic volume data remains applicable and is 
appropriately utilized in the DEIR. 

Response 2-7: The commenter requests that a citation be added to reflect what PeMs Vehicle 
Detection Station (VDS) Station was used. A footnote to page 4.12-11 has been added into the 
FEIR to note the following:  

“The following PeMS Vehicle Detection Stations and Traffic Census Stations were used to 
collect data for the mainline traffic analysis: 402631, 402632, 402642, 42831, 42822, 42833, 
42822, 42819, and 42815. Counts are from dates with 100 percent observed volumes, between 
2010 and 2012.” 

Response 2-8: The commenter inquires about traffic volumes and why 2011 volumes were used 
instead of 2014, and is requesting that traffic volumes be updated to reflect 2014 conditions. 
Please see response to comment 2-6 above. Although the DEIR was released in July 2014, the 
traffic counts reflect conditions at the time of the NOP in 2011. Given the time it takes to collect 
new data, execute the analysis, document results, and go through the DEIR process it is typical 
for the DEIR to be released one or more years out from the release of the NOP. The impact 
analysis projected out to the first year of operation (2020) using an annual growth factor, and 
therefore the methodology takes into account yearly average increases in traffic growth to ensure 
that conditions are not understated for both the No Project and Project conditions. The traffic 
projections adequately reflect the expected conditions for the opening year of operation. 
Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR are warranted. 

Response 2-9: The commenter is requesting an explanation for using the year 2020 as the future 
year traffic analysis, and notes that twenty years is the typical timeline used for future year 
analysis. The twenty year analysis is common for highway projects.  Please see Master Response 
2 for a discussion of the baseline assumptions and methods used. The transportation analysis 
presented validated existing condition traffic counts as required by CEQA but used the project 
opening year of 2020 as the future baseline for the analysis to accurately define project and no 
project impacts. The analysis provided a comparison of the opening year 2020 with and without 
the project in order to thoroughly evaluate the impacts of the project on the environment.  
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Response 2-10: The commenter notes that the difference between Alternative B and Alternative 
C is not clearly laid out in the DEIR. The alignments of the two alternatives are almost identical, 
and hence a layout drawing was not created. Per Section 5 of the DEIR Alternative B would 
entail the construction of a 4-Lane Roadway and no future connections. It would not allow for 
connections with driveways or future roads. This contrasts with the proposed project, which 
would also be 4 lanes, but accommodates width for left-turn pockets.  Alternative C would entail 
the construction of a 2-Lane roadway, which would also allow for future connections similar to 
the project. Therefore, the primary differences between Alternative B and Alternative C is the 
number of lanes proposed and allowance of future connections. This information is discussed in 
more detail in Chapter 5 of the DEIR. 

Response 2-11: The commenter requested a correction regarding the potential to build a Rainier 
Avenue/Highway 101 interchange. The FEIR text on page 3-11, Section 3.3.2.1 was revised as 
follows (deletions are in strikethrough and additions are shown in underline):  

“These facilities would be modified later when if a Rainier Avenue/Highway 101 
interchange is constructed.” 

Other modifications would involve interchange ramp connections with Rainier Avenue. These 
modifications have been considered in the past and are not proposed with this project. 

Response 2-12: The commenter asks for clarification for including the interchange and Shasta 
Avenue collector in the cumulative analysis. These future projects are envisioned in the City’s 
General Plan (2008), and were therefore included in the cumulative analysis. Please see Master 
Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response 2-13: Commenter asks for an estimate of the total cost of the project. The City has 
prepared preliminary cost estimates for the project, but have not included in the FEIR as project 
cost is not part of CEQA considerations.  

Response 2-14: Commenter requests that a clarification regarding the separation and suspension 
of the Caltrans Rainier Avenue Interchange Project by the City of Petaluma City County 
Resolution 2010-009 N.C.S be included in the FEIR. As such, the FEIR text on Page 3.1, Section 
3.1 Project Background was revised as follows:  

“In January 2010, the City of Petaluma City Council separated the interchange and cross-
town connector into two independent but concurrent elements to allow coordination of 
the cross-town connector with the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) 
Marin Sonoma Narrows (MSN) C2 project that will undertake mainline and ramp 
improvements along Highway 101 from just south of Caulfield Lane to just south of Old 
Redwood Highway. The interchange project was suspended at that time until future 
analysis and consideration by the City of Petaluma City Council.” 

Response 2-15: The commenter notes that Caltrans Design Information Bulletin (DIB) 77 
requirements would have to be met by any future interchange project. The City will work closely 
with Caltrans to resolve the issues raised in DIB 77 at the time the City is ready to pursue 
construction of the interchange at US 101 and Rainier Avenue. 
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Response 2-16: The commenter asks that the date of the MSN C2 ROD be corrected. As such, 
the FEIR text on Page 3-3, Section 3.1.1 Planning Background was corrected as follows:  

“The MSN C2 project has been designed and the Record of Decision was published on 
December 4, 2013 in October 2009.”  

Response 2-17: Commenter notes that a Caltrans permit must be obtained for any work within 
the State right-of-way. As listed in Table 3-3 of the DEIR, an Encroachment Permit is needed 
from Caltrans for the proposed project prior to construction. The City would apply for this permit 
once the project has been designed in sufficient detail.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 (CL-3) 
Jennifer Pierre, Planning Commissioner 
Response 3-1: The comment requests clarification of the 30 month construction period given the 
restrictions to avoid bird nesting and in-water resources. The analysis in the DEIR assumes an 
overall 30 month construction period within which the work would be performed. There are 
restrictions that would limit work within some habitat sensitive locations. Mitigation measures 
BIO-1, 4, and 5 require that construction work adjacent to the Petaluma River (specifically in the 
riparian woodland identified in DEIR Figure 4.3-1) will be scheduled from June 15 through 
October 15. This period is typically when the lowest precipitation occurs and is considered the 
dry season. Limiting construction activities to the dry season is an effective means to minimize 
potential impacts to in-water resources. Restrictions to construction would only be in effect if the 
pre-construction surveys required under BIO-6 detect nesting birds and construction activities 
would occur between February 1 and August 30. This later measure is typically complied with 
by removing trees and vegetation prior to this period and not during active nesting. The overall 
construction period (30 months) accommodates these restrictions, and the contractor can 
continue working in areas outside of the immediate vicinity of the river and identified nest areas, 
if any.  

The commenter further requested clarification as to the air quality and noise impacts related to 
construction activity. Construction noise impacts are described in the DEIR for both peak and 
average levels. The highest noise levels are expected to be generated by pile driving which 
would occur during the installation of the foundations of the bridge over the river (estimated at 
10 months in the DEIR). General construction is noise during the overall construction period is 
averaged, but is noted in the DEIR that it will occur in stages along the roadway as it is 
constructed and completed within sections. Air quality impacts are estimated by activity and 
duration in the DEIR in Table 4.2-7, for example land clearing is estimated at 66 working days 
and the table is sequenced in the general order of how the various construction activities would 
be carried out.  

How the project is specifically staged and scheduled will ultimately be determined when final 
design is completed and the contractor establishes the work schedule for the project. The DEIR 
provides a reasonable estimate of these activities and durations and identifies sensitive habitats 
and seasons that should be avoided or restricted. Further, the mitigation measures set forth in the 
DEIR provide appropriate steps to take when sensitive habitat or sensitive seasons may not be 
avoidable.  

Response 3-2: The commenter asks for clarification for including the interchange and Shasta 
Avenue collector in the baseline analysis. The project does not consider Shasta in the baseline 
analysis. Rather, Shasta is envisioned in the City’s General Plan (2008), and were therefore 
included in the cumulative analysis. Also see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response 3-3: The comment asks for an update of Section 3.4 Vicinity Projects in the DEIR. 
Section 3.4 Vicinity Projects reflects general proposed or planned projects at the time of 
compilation and circulation the DEIR, and is not meant to be an exclusive or exhaustive list. The 
cumulative impact analysis evaluates build out conditions for all improvements as envisioned in 
the General Plan. 
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Response 3-4: The comment notes that the first project objective for improving traffic is not 
supported by data presented in the DEIR, and relies on mitigating projects in the baseline. See 
Master Responses 1, 2, 3 and 4 for an explanation of baseline, cumulative traffic operation and 
cumulative analysis. The focus of the DEIR is on identifying impacts caused by the project, but it 
also shows benefits of the project at buildout of the General Plan. The future baseline of opening 
year 2020 was used in the traffic analysis to describe the conditions in 2020 with and without the 
project, in order to allow an understanding of the project impacts.   

As a new cross-town connector across the Petaluma River and the railroad, the project would 
relieve traffic and congestion on Corona Road and East Washington Street, and intersections on 
these streets would improve in the future conditions from unacceptable levels to acceptable 
levels (refer to Impact TRANS-9). Any project that shifts traffic to a new alignment will result in 
higher levels of congestion at the locations where the connector joins existing roads; this project 
would result in an un-mitigated impact to the proposed Petaluma Boulevard North/Rainier 
Avenue intersection, and would require additional turn lanes in the design to function at an 
acceptable level as identified in Mitigation Measure TRANS-3. The Rainier Cross-Town 
Connector was identified in the General Plan as a means to alleviate congestion at several 
deficient intersections. Overall, it will provide an additional option in the future to cross between 
North McDowell Boulevard and Petaluma Boulevard North. 

Regarding the assumptions of projects within the baseline, the traffic analysis includes four 
“mitigating projects” in the study, consistent with assumptions for the 2020 analysis year. 
Section 4.12.3.1 lists the roadway network assumptions. Of the four listed and included in the 
study, one has now been constructed (Washington Street Interchange Improvements), and 
another is under construction (the Old Redwood Highway Interchange Widening, scheduled for 
completion in 2015). A third project, the US 101 HOV lanes, are part of the large Marin-Sonoma 
Narrows Project that is currently under construction; the HOV lane phase is anticipated for 
funding at or after 2018. The North Petaluma Boulevard grid improvements will be constructed 
as funding is available, similar to the Rainier Cross-Town Connector. The inclusion of these 
projects in the traffic analysis was considered a reasonable estimate based on projected priorities 
for major infrastructure improvements, and these projects are being completed or advancing into 
construction as planned (or estimated).   

Response 3-5: The commenter requested that USFWS be added to the list of permitting and 
approving Federal Agencies. Per Table 3-3, Potential Permits and Approvals USFWS is included 
as a permitting and approving federal agency. No change needed.  

Response 3-6: The commenter appreciates the visual stimulations provided in the DEIR. 
Comment noted.  

Response 3-7: The commenter requested that emissions from truck trip activity during 
construction be accounted for in the analysis. The emissions from truck trips during construction 
had been calculated and were included in the analysis. As such, no change is needed. 

The commenter requested that construction-related impacts not be amortized over the lifetime of 
the project. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has not developed a 
threshold for construction-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The BAAQMD has 
developed a threshold for operational GHG emissions of 1,100 metric tons carbon dioxide 
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equivalent (CO2e) per year. Because operational GHG emissions occur throughout the lifetime 
of the project, but construction GHG emissions only occur for a short period of time during 
project construction, it is not appropriate to directly compare the construction GHG emissions to 
the operational GHG emissions threshold. The method of amortizing the construction emissions 
of GHG is a practice that has been established by other California air districts, and in the absence 
of a construction threshold by BAAQMD was applied in the DEIR. Note that this is only 
applicable to GHG emissions, and this practice was not followed for any other pollutant 
evaluated in the DEIR.  

It should further been mentioned that as set forth in Table 4.2-10, a total of 1,666 metric tons 
(MT) of CO2e emissions will be generated over the 30 month construction period. This equates 
to an average of 666 MT/yr, which is well below the 1,100 MT/yr significance threshold. 
Although construction GHG emissions are amortized over the lifetime of the project to evaluate 
the construction GHG impacts using the operational GHG threshold level, when considering the 
construction duration of 30 months the average emission rate per year is also below the 
significance threshold.  As such, no change was made to the DEIR. 

The comment also asks for clarification on the decrease in GHG emissions from the Existing 
Conditions and Opening Year No Project. GHG emission factors from EMFAC2011 (the 
California Air Resources Board model used for estimating pollutant emissions) show that 
vehicles are expected to emit less GHG emissions on a per mile basis in 2020 compared to 
existing conditions due to the implementation of adopted regulations and standards, such as those 
related to fuel efficiency and fuel carbon content. Therefore, despite potential increased vehicle 
activity in 2020 compared to existing conditions, GHG emissions are expected to decrease due to 
these lower GHG emission factors. The reduction in pollutant emissions from vehicles over past 
decades has been the most significant factor enabling air districts to meet pollution standards, 
and the reductions are predicted by CARB to continue into the future.  

Response 3-8: The comment requests that seasonal restrictions for in water work be reflected in 
Section 4.3 Biological Resources Impact BIO-2. Per Page 4.3-18, as cited below, the text reflects 
that work at or near the Petaluma River, including any dewatering activities, would be conducted 
during the dry season. As such, seasonal restrictions involving in-water construction are 
reflected, as any work within Petaluma River would require dewatering activities.  

“A portion of the Petaluma River would be dewatered to install the temporary bridge 
falsework. This system would be installed and in place during the dry season, and fish are 
not expected to be present or affected by dewatering activities.”  

Response 3-9: The comment requests that project mitigation for potential loss of riparian habitat 
due to project construction and operation be done on the project site at a 2:1 ratio. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 is included in the DEIR to minimize impacts to riparian habitat due to project 
construction and operation. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 is included to allow for mitigation of 
permanent impacts on riparian habitat additional to on site protection, and not as an exclusive 
off-site measure. Pending RWQCB and CDFW review, and the permitting process, a higher 
mitigation ratio may be required. 
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BIO-3 was revised in the FEIR to state the final mitigation ratio will be determined during 
consultation with the resources agencies.   As such, the FEIR text on Page 4.3-21, Section 4.3.1.3 
Significant Impacts was corrected as follows: 

“The City of Petaluma shall mitigate for impacts on riparian habitat at a 1:1 ratio or as 
deemed appropriate by the regulatory agencies. The final mitigation ratio will be 
determined during consultation with the resources agencies. The City Shall first seek to 
provide mitigation onsite proximate to the River, then within other nearby areas of the 
watershed, and as a final option through offsite means via an approved mitigation bank.” 

Response 3-10: The commenter requests that temporary and permanent impacts be specified for 
riparian and Petaluma River channel work. The DEIR includes total approximate area of 
construction activities that would impact resources in the project area. Per Page 4.3-19, 
construction activities would impact approximately 4.21 acres of riparian habitat, while less than 
0.5 acre of rock outslope protection would be placed within the Petaluma River. Final 
calculations of permanent and temporary impacts would be determined in final design stages (90 
to 100% design). Further, any temporary and permanent impacts would be mitigated through the 
Federal and State permits outlined in Table 3-3, Section 3 Project Description and included in 
those permits. 

Response 3-11: The comment indicates that the USACE standard for site monitoring of new 
plantings is 5 years and it should be reflected in Mitigation Measure BIO-1. Per USACE 
Regulatory Guidance Letter No. 08-03, dated October 10, 2008, monitoring timeline and 
performance standards will be based on functional, conditional or other suitable assessment 
methods and/or criteria. Further, the guidance states that “[t]he monitoring period must be 
sufficient to demonstrate that the compensatory mitigation project has met performance 
standards, but not less than five years (see 33 CFR 332.6(b)).” As such, the FEIR on page 4.3-19, 
Section 4.3, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 was revised as follows:  

“3 5 years, or until the banks are adequately revegetated to prevent erosion and 
sedimentation at these areas and ground cover is equivalent to pre-project conditions” 
meets USACE standards, as it allows for flexibility of monitoring based on functional 
and sustainable methods.   

Response 3-12: The comment indicates that, in general, the EIR does not disclose potential 
impacts of the required mitigation measures, and specifically, that Mitigation Measure HYD-1 
could cause undisclosed significant impacts on the river channel or other potentially sensitive 
habitats. Please note that the comment refers to Impact HYD-9, and the corresponding mitigation 
measure was incorrectly labeled HYD-1 on page 4.7-20 of the DEIR; that reference has been 
corrected to Mitigation Measure HYD-9.  

Mitigation Measure HYD-9 indicates that later stages of project design could incorporate 
measures such as benching or widening the channel near the bridge crossing to comply with the 
City’s no net fill policy. The impacts from construction of the project would occur within the 
proposed project area shown on Figure 3-2. This was the area that was evaluated for removal of 
vegetation and construction of the new roadway, including embankments, bridge overcrossing of 
Petaluma River, the undercrossing of US 101, and other features. Work within the bank and 
channel is described in Sections 3.3.3.2 and 3.3.2.5. It would include excavation and placement 
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of flood scour protection, bridge abutments and footings, and temporary cofferdams, pile driving, 
or other design elements. The study area used for the analysis of impacts (Figure 3-2) would be 
the work area for the project, and is assumed to also be the eventual right-of-way that the City 
will have to acquire or gain temporary easements for construction of the project. The preliminary 
design and environmental review does not include work outside of the study area/right-of-way, 
because a contractor could not work outside of the right-of-way without explicit permission or 
approval. It was assumed that work within the study area would include excavation, the 
placement of fill, benching, or widening. If temporary and/or permanent easements would have 
to be obtained for work in areas outside of the planned right-of-way, environmental effects of 
that change would be evaluated. If such an evaluation is necessary, the impacts are fully 
expected to remain consistent with what is already reported and addressed in the FEIR (e.g., the 
type of impact such as removal of riparian vegetation), but the quantity of the impact might 
increase as well as the quantity of needed mitigation. This is not unusual when a project such as 
a roadway goes through final design, and the work areas change slightly.  

Potential impacts on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities from HYD-1 would 
be similar to those discussed under Impact BIO-3 and other measures. As such, the DEIR 
adequately captures potential project impacts including those that may result from mitigation 
measures.  

Response 3-13: This comment addresses the CEQA baseline used in the transportation section 
analysis. It notes that the effects of the project should not be compared to future conditions 
(Opening Year), but with present day conditions and that the ‘LOS’ method is currently 
proposed to be eliminated as the standard assessment method for traffic impacts. The commenter 
further notes that given the importance of the project as a traffic relief project, the traffic analysis 
should be more detailed, written for lay persons to understand, and should be explicit about when 
the analysis shows degradation of intersections or other traffic patterns.  

See Master Response 2 for clarification of future baseline in the Transportation analysis. The 
existing condition was described as required by CEQA but substantial evidence (i.e. several 
traffic improvement projects finishing ahead of schedule but after the NOP was submitted) 
necessitated using a future baseline of opening year 2020.   The future baseline allows for a 
discussion of the conditions with and without the project so that the impact of the project on the 
environment can be reasonably evaluated and compared. See Table 4.12-10 for a direct 
comparison of analysis results.  See Master Response 3 for further discussion on the Opening 
Year traffic analysis.  

It is recognized that Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) will limit the applicability of traffic LOS standards 
in CEQA analyses and directs the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop 
new guidelines specifying alternate methods to assess transportation impacts. OPR released draft 
guidelines in August 2014, which include the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita 
generated by a plan or project as the appropriate metric. However, OPR has yet to finalize or 
adopt the draft guidelines and the City of Petaluma has not yet adopted its transportation 
significance criteria in response. The DEIR underwent public circulation in July, 2014, prior to 
the OPR draft guidelines, and CEQA guidelines advise that amendments to the guidelines apply 
prospectively only (Section 15007). LOS was used in the determination of significant impacts for 
the project. 



City of Petaluma  May 2015 

Rainier Cross-Town Connector 2. Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page 2-38 

Response 3-14: The comment notes that traffic impacts (and associated AQ and noise) assume 
that 8,000 truck trips would occur equally over the construction period, which does not take in 
account restrictions on construction timing. The commenter requests that this analysis be made 
consistent with the in-water and other timing restrictions as written in the biological resources 
section. 

As noted in Section 4.12.4.3, there would be a maximum of 8,000 trucks over the course of the 
entire construction period. On average, this would result in 24 truck trips (in and out) a day over 
the entire construction period. The number of truck trips would fluctuate over the course of the 
period based on the level of construction activity. As noted in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in 
Section 4.3.1.3, construction activities on a portion of the roadway would be limited to the dry 
season June 15 through October 15. Therefore, during the months where construction activity 
occurs on these portions of the site, construction traffic could be higher. As noted in Section 
4.12.4.3, if truck traffic is expected to be heavier during certain phases of construction then the 
City shall ensure that the appropriate measures are in place to minimize the impact due to truck 
traffic. For pedestrian and bicyclists, adequate advance notice of closures and construction and 
identifying alternate pedestrian/bicycle routes as necessary to support possible closures and 
construction, this Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 would reduce impacts to levels that are less than 
significant. 

Response 3-15: The commenter notes that Table 4.2-10 Intersections at specific locations show 
increased delay times. See Master Response 3 for further discussion on the Opening Year 
analysis.  In summary, the increase in delay at the majority of intersections listed above is a 
result of planned development (No Project conditions) that is not attributable to the project.  
Under project conditions only one intersection (Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North) 
would operate at unacceptable service levels.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 would increase the 
capacity of this intersection such that its operations would result in acceptable LOS D or better 
conditions.  

Response 3-16: The commenter asks for additional discussion of the impacts at East 
Washington/101 NB ramps and East Washington/Ellis during the PM hours. The intersection of 
East Washington/101 NB ramps goes from LOS B to LOS C due to traffic volume diversion 
resulting from the project.  However, LOS C is still considered an acceptable service level and 
therefore the project has an impact at this location, but it is not a significant impact as it does not 
drop to an unacceptable level LOS of E or F.  The intersection of East Washington/Ellis goes 
from LOS A under existing conditions to LOS D under year 2020 No Project, and then to LOS C 
under year 2020 with the project.  Therefore, at this location the project has a traffic operational 
benefit, although the levels of service never drop to an unacceptable level. See Master Response 
3 for further discussion on the Opening Year analysis.   

Response 3-17: The comment inquires about the traffic impacts of adding a driveway from 
eastbound Rainier to the Operations Facility.  

Mitigation measure TRANS-1 was developed in close coordination with Petaluma Transit staff 
to ensure this circulation pattern would work for their services. The primary route for buses 
entering the bus operating facility would continue to be from North McDowell Boulevard. Buses 
traveling southbound on North McDowell Boulevard enter and exit via the driveway just north of 
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Rainier. Buses traveling north on McDowell Boulevard turn left onto Rainier Avenue before 
entering the driveway from Rainier. The project would potentially allow buses to reduce their 
travel distances by returning to the operations facility via eastbound Rainier Avenue. This new 
route would be allowed through the turn lane from eastbound Rainier Avenue described in 
Mitigation measure TRANS-1. Buses do not return during peak hours as they are in service 
during these times. Therefore, buses would use this turn pocket during the late evening or mid-
morning (for morning commute services), when the traffic volumes are generally much lower 
than the peak times. Lower traffic volumes would improve accessibility for vehicles turning left 
from Rainier Avenue. As shown in Inset A, the driveway would be relocated to the west edge of 
the property under Mitigation measure TRANS-1. Buses using this new route would enter the far 
left turn lane and wait for a gap in traffic along westbound Rainier Avenue to pull into the 
driveway. Drivers wanting to turn left onto North McDowell Boulevard would pass the bus and 
queue in the right lane and proceed to the intersection. 

  
Inset A: Relocated driveway for Petaluma Transit Operations Facility. 
 

 

Response 3-18: The commenter inquires about the project’s impacts on the intersection of 
Rainier and Petaluma Blvd North. Under existing and No Project conditions, there is no 
intersection at this location, and hence no intersection LOS to compare. Table 4.12-10 shows this 
intersection as #8, and shows that with the project in the opening year, it would operate at LOS D 
in the AM peak period and LOS F in the PM period, which was noted as an unacceptable level in 
the DEIR. Text was added to the FEIR that explains this, and that for purposes of comparison the 
existing and No Project condition could be considered “acceptable.”  The existing text then notes 
that the project would result in a LOS of F in the PM peak period, which is considered an 
unacceptable impact.  

Legend: 

 Existing driveway 
 Relocated driveway 
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 is a specific intersection design to improve capacity and flow 
through this intersection (described in the DEIR as an additional westbound left turn lane and a 
northbound right overlap phase). The traffic study determined that it would improve operations 
at Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North to acceptable levels of service. 

Response 3-19: The comment addresses Impact Cumulative TRANS-1. See Master Response 1 
for clarification regarding cumulative analysis. Without the project, the six intersections referred 
to in Cumulative Trans-1 would degrade from acceptable levels of service under existing 
conditions to unacceptable levels of service in the future. However, the text and Table 6.4.11-1 
identify that three of these intersections would improve to acceptable conditions with the project, 
and the other three intersections would still improve in LOS or can be mitigated by intersection 
restriping at Petaluma Boulevard North/Sycamore Lane (Shasta Avenue). With mitigation, the 
identified cumulative impacts can all be mitigated. 

Response 3-20: The comment inquired of Alternative B’s ability to alleviate traffic without 
providing connectivity to parcels slotted for development. Per Section 5 Alternatives, Alternative 
B would have similar impacts as the project at Corona Road and Washington Street by providing 
an additional crossing of Highway 101. However, under Alternative B, the new Petaluma 
Boulevard/Rainier Avenue intersection would operate at unacceptable LOS E during the AM and 
PM peak hours. This would be a significant impact. Per the conclusions of Section 5, Alternative 
B would perform either comparable or lower than the Project. Further, Alternative B would not 
meet project objectives to provide connectivity to said parcels.  

The comment also asked what land uses would be prohibited if the project is not built. Section 
5.5.1.8 describes land uses under the No Project Alternative. Figure 4.8-1 on page 4.8-3 indicates 
that the project area land use designations are mainly medium density residential, community 
commercial, and mixed use. The site is zoned Residential 4, Commercial 2, and Mixed Use 1A.  
According to the general plan, these are the land uses that would be permissible without the 
project.  

Response 3-21: The comment asks about the inclusion of a Corona Road Alternative and 
inquires about the acceptability of the project objectives under CEQA.  Please see Master 
Response 8: Corona Road Alternative.   

Section 15124 (b) of the CEQA guidelines requires objectives to be written to assist the lead 
agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. Objectives should 
include the underlying purpose of the project. Two of the objectives in the DEIR (page 3-20) are 
providing a new cross town connection, and not precluding future connections from adjacent 
parcels.  

Regarding the objective for cross-town connection, this objective is not worded with a specific 
connection required (such as the proposed Rainier Avenue, or improving Corona Road). 
However, the General Plan does identify the Rainier Avenue alignment, and does not include 
widening Corona Road. The reasons for not advancing Corona Road are described in Master 
Response 8.  

Regarding the objective for not precluding future parcel connections, Corona Road has driveway 
connections to the road that serve various parcels, and there are no restrictions from adjacent 
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parcels having driveways along this route. It is considered a rural arterial, and is intended to be 
maintained as such at two lanes.  

Response 3-22: The commenter inquired about the potential growth inducing effects of 
providing connectivity to parcels slotted for development. As described in Section 4.10 
Population and Housing Impact Pop-1 discussion: 

“In assessing the potential indirect growth inducing impacts of the project, it is important 
to clearly identify growth induced by the project beyond amounts already anticipated and 
planned. This project is needed to serve growth that has been approved and anticipated 
through the General Plan process, and is therefore considered growth-
accommodating…Therefore, any reasonably foreseeable growth resulting from the 
project has been anticipated and incorporated into analysis utilized in development of the 
General Plan. In this context, the project would accommodate existing and planned 
growth, but not induce substantial population growth in the area, thus, potential impacts 
would be less than significant.”  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 
Mike Healy, Councilmember 
Response 4-1: The comment inquires about the 118 foot width of the Highway 101 crossing and 
the type of lane/sidewalk would accommodate. Per Section 4.12 Transportation pedestrian 
facilities are an integral portion of the project. As such, sidewalks would be included in project 
design as required by the Petaluma General Plan 2025, and would include all feasible safety 
design features required by Federal, State and local regulations. Width for turn lanes is included 
in the layout of the design. 

Response 4-2: The comment indicates that the trunk “two-to-one” trunk diameter replacement 
ratio should be called a “one-to-two.” This tree replacement ratio is based on the City of 
Petaluma Tree Removal Ordinance. No change was made.  

Response 4-3: The comment indicates that references to “Sonoma Valley” should be removed 
from the DEIR in reference to the City of Petaluma Location. Per the climate subregion 
descriptions from BAAQMD, Section 4.2 Air Quality was revised as follows (deletions are in 
strikethrough and additions are shown in underline): 

“The project site lies within the City of Petaluma in the adjacent to the southern portion 
of Sonoma Petaluma Valley, approximately 11 miles north of the San Pablo Bay.  The 
Sonoma vValley that stretches from Santa Rosa to the San Pablo Bay is known as the 
Cotati Valley at the north end and the Petaluma Valley at the south end. The Petaluma 
Valley refers to the southern portion of the valley that stretches from Santa Rosa to the 
San Pablo Bay; the northern portion of this valley is known as the Cotati Valley. To the 
east, Petaluma Valley is bordered by the Sonoma Mountains, with the San Pablo Bay at 
the southeast end of the valley.”  

“The air pollution potential of the Petaluma Sonoma Valley is generally low due to its 
link to the Petaluma Gap and its low population density, but could be high under stagnant 
morning conditions or during eastern or southeastern wind patterns brining pollution 
from the Carquinez Strait Region and the Central Valley. if there were significant sources 
of pollution nearby.”  

Response 4-4: The comment indicates that defining the dry season as from June 15 to October 
15 is short based on the historic rainfall. The San Francisco Bay RWQCB and CDFW define the 
dry season as from June 15 to October 15. To be consistent with these agencies, the same 
timeframe was used to define the dry season in this EIR. 

Response 4-5: The comment remarked on the need for dewatering and in water work as 
compared to the Highway 101/Petaluma River Bridge. The DEIR evaluated the types of 
construction methods that are typically involved, or may be needed, in settings that require 
falsework for construction of the bridge structure, and may involve in-water construction. As the 
comment notes, these may be the choice of a designer. However, they may also be up to the 
contractor, and the DEIR includes evaluation of construction techniques that may be employed 
and may have the potential for environmental impacts. This allows for the greatest flexibility in 
final design and construction. 
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Response 4-6: The commenter remarked that the Northwestern Pacific Railroad trestle that 
spans the Petaluma River was recently replaced. The observation is correct, as such and as stated 
in Section 4.4 Cultural Resources, the trestle was not included for further consideration in the 
cultural resources impact assessment. No change needed.  

Response 4-7: The commenter indicated that the location of archaeological resource SON-
2254/H is not disclosed in the DEIR. Per Federal and State regulations archaeological resources 
are not divulged to the general public as a protection measure from looting or destruction. The 
alignment of the proposed project cannot be shifted to any great amount, and was considered 
with regard to the location of this site. If a design or construction method can be employed that 
avoids this site it will be considered, but the DEIR evaluated the worst-case situation for 
evaluation of impacts.  No change was made to the FEIR text.   

Response 4-8: The commenter notes that the highest elevation in the City of Petaluma is lower 
than the cited 2,295 feet. Per USGS topographic maps the median elevation in the City of 
Petaluma is approximately 30 feet. As such Section 4.5 Geology and Soils was revised as 
follows (deletions are in strikethrough and additions are shown in underline): 

“Elevations in the City of Petaluma range from sea level to approximately 2,295 over 50 
feet above mean sea level.”  

Response 4-9: The comment inquires about the data used for Intersection 11 delay calculations. 
Per the traffic engineering guidelines set forth in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) – Special Report 209, (Chapter 16), delay over 80 seconds is presented 
as “greater than 80” due to the logarithmic growth in delay above this threshold. The calculated 
delay is shown in the Intersection Analysis sheets presented in the Rainier Avenue Extension 
Project Administrative Draft Report Technical Appendix (August 2013, Fehr & Peers). 

Response 4-10: The comment inquires about the project’s goal to allow for connectivity to 
future parcels and inquires about specific details of how future connections would be constructed 
and operated. Specific access details, like intersection and road design, are beyond the scope of 
the project and this DEIR. Per Section 3: Project Description the project’s goal is to “Not 
preclude future connections from adjacent parcels along the roadway,” and not to design or 
implement such connections. As such, the future connections are not part of the project.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 
Dennis Kelly 
Response 5-1: The comment requests that the comment period be extended based on the 
postmarked date of the notice received. Based on our mailing records, the commenter’s name 
and address were included in the initial mailing of the public notice of availability 30 days before 
the closing of the comment period.  

Response 5-2: The comment requests that future notices include the website where the 
document can be found as an online resource. The purpose of the notice is to inform the 
commenter of the public meetings held to discuss the project. Comment noted.  

Response 5-3: The commenter requested consideration of a Corona Road Alternative and 
interchange. Please see Master Response 8: Corona Road Alternative which provides details of 
several studies the City conducted that led to a decision against pursuing the Corona Road 
Alternative.  

As noted in Master Response 8, an interchange at Corona Road and US 101 would not meet 
Caltrans minimum spacing requirement between interchanges.  A US101/Corona Road 
interchange would have similar or greater design constraints and approval requirements from 
Caltrans as for the US101/Ranier Avenue interchange for minimum interchange spacing of at 
least one mile apart. The Corona Road alternative would also offer less capacity increase 
compared to the proposed project as it would add only one lane in each direction. The alignment 
of the proposed project was designed to cross the railroad near the river to avoid the need for 
multiple bridges; although the proposed bridge crossing is slightly longer than would be 
potentially necessary at a Corona Road river crossing, there would still be only one bridge with 
the proposed project. Widening Corona Road and avoiding a railroad crossing would save some 
cost of construction compared to the proposed project, but would not avoid a bridge crossing, 
and the existing bridge would still have to be rebuilt to carry 4 lanes of traffic. 

Adding highway signage to US 101 is not under the control of the City; it can only be added by 
Caltrans and while a request to increase directional signs to avoid Petaluma could be submitted, 
it would not likely effectively reduce the peak period commuters who are probably already aware 
of their route options. For these reasons and others listed in Master Response 8, a Corona Road 
alternative was not considered.  

Response 5-4: The comment inquires about the inclusion of pedestrian facilities at the 
intersection of North McDowell Avenue and Rainier Avenue. Per Section 4.12 Transportation of 
the DEIR pedestrian facilities are an integral portion of the project. As such sidewalks would be 
included in project design as required by the Petaluma General Plan 2025 and would include all 
mandated safety features, such as stripping, pedestrian cross-walk signal and a refuge median, 
should the intersection be of sufficient width.   

Response 5-5: The commenter asks for an estimate of the total cost and financial impact of the 
project. The primary goal at this time is to identify a preliminary design for the project and 
undergo environmental and public review of the proposed project and alternatives. Construction 
funding has not been entirely allocated for this project, which is typical for most large 
infrastructure improvements.  As a transportation project, its objective is to provide 



City of Petaluma  May 2015 

Rainier Cross-Town Connector 2. Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page 2-52 

improvements in future traffic operations and provide an alternative route to cross through 
Petaluma, and is not intended to open up any large areas for development. The project is 
intended to meet the goals of the General Plan growth, which will occur whether this project is 
built or not.  

Response 5-6: The commenter suggests that the DEIR be revised to reflect impacts associated 
with the Highway 101 interchange.  

Per Section 3 Project Description “In January 2010, the City of Petaluma City Council 
separated the interchange and cross-town connector into two independent but concurrent 
elements to allow coordination of the cross-town connector with the Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority (SCTA) Marin Sonoma Narrows (MSN) C2 project that will 
undertake mainline and ramp improvements along Highway 101 from just south of 
Caulfield Lane to just south of Old Redwood Highway.”  

As such, there is only one project under consideration, the Rainier Avenue Cross Town 
Connector Project. An analysis of impacts associated with the separate highway interchange 
project is beyond the scope of the DEIR. It should be noted that the General Plan envisions an 
interchange at Rainier Avenue. Accordingly, the cumulative impacts analysis provides an 
evaluation of traffic conditions associated with full build out of the General Plan, which includes 
on-ramps to Hwy 101 from Rainier Avenue.  Please also refer to response 2-14 regarding an 
interchange at US 101. 
Response 5-7: The commenter requested that the project objective requiring connectivity of the 
east and west side of the City of Petaluma be deleted. The project objectives were drafted by the 
City of Petaluma Planning Department and are based on City of Petaluma General Plans. This 
objective is consistent with the General Plan mobility priority to “Provide cross-town mobility 
enhancements for Petaluma residents that make crossing of Highway 101, the northwest Pacific 
Railroad Tracks [now SMART corridor] and the Petaluma River easier and more convenient.” 
As such, no change has been made.  

Response 5-8: The comment notes existing conditions at their residence, and the lack of 
monitored data taken closer to their home; the use of monitoring data for GHG and particulates is 
addressed in Response 5-9. There will be potential impacts from dust/particulates and GHGs, 
which have been identified in the DEIR. Mitigation measures will effectively reduce air quality 
impacts to levels below significance, but some level of impact cannot be avoided, as noted in this 
comment. 

Response 5-9: The comment requests that air monitoring at the Rainier Prince Albert 
intersection be conducted to replace the air monitoring data from the Santa Rosa-5th Street 
Monitoring Station and used in the air quality analysis. The air quality monitoring data shown in 
the DEIR is presented for informational purposes, but is not entirely the basis for the quantitative 
analysis. The BAAQMD and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) are the agencies 
responsible for monitoring air quality and maintaining records. Although not measured directly 
at the proposed project location, their data is still valuable and applicable as it provides a long-
term record of pollutant levels. Their monitoring network is limited by cost and availability of 
monitoring locations, but it is the best available data that can be used to understand background 
levels, and trends or changes. The Santa Rosa monitoring location is in a similar setting to 
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Petaluma, with no major industrial sources, and similar meteorological, climate, temperature, and 
weather conditions. These monitoring networks were primarily established to track “criteria 
pollutants,” which are pollutants that have direct human health or smog forming concerns, and 
consequently have regulated limits based on their emissions or concentration in the air. In 
contrast, GHGs may not necessarily be directly harmful to humans, but are of concern primarily 
because their emissions in the atmosphere likely trap heat and contribute to warming. GHGs are 
not monitored but are estimated by the BAAQMD at a regional level, and are therefore not 
available at local monitoring stations.  

The measured levels of the criteria pollutants at the Santa Rosa station were presented in the 
DEIR in Table 4.2-1. All were below state and federal standards, including particulate levels. 
The assumptions used in the analysis of construction impacts is included in Appendix B in the 
DEIR and are also summarized in the air quality section of the DEIR in Table 4.2-7 for 
construction, and Tables 4.2-8 and 4.2-9 for operation. The construction activities and their 
durations were based on the estimated phased of construction. As described in section 4.2.3.2 of 
the DEIR, various modeling programs including EMFAC2011 and OFFROAD2011 were 
utilized to quantify air quality emissions.  Each construction activity is evaluated by duration of 
working days, and then totaled.  The total emissions for dust (particulate matter, referred to as 
PM10 and PM2.5) listed for construction and operation are well below the BAAQMD threshold 
levels considered significant.  

As such, no change is needed. 

Response 5-10: The comment notes that the less than significant finding for GHG and 
particulate impacts is based on Santa Rosa monitoring data and contract provisions, and requests 
that air monitoring be conducted during construction to address and mitigate GHG and 
particulate matter emissions. See Response 5-9 on Santa Rosa monitoring data. Construction and 
operation GHG and particulate matter emissions were found to be less than significant; therefore, 
no additional mitigation for monitoring was required.  

Response 5-11: The comment indicates that it is inappropriate to base impact conclusions on a 
future study. The impact conclusion is based upon the project’s compliance with the City’s 
Floodway and Floodplain Districts Ordinance. Bridge bents, abutments, outfalls and rock 
protection would require fill in the floodplain. Measures such as benching or widening the 
channel near the bridge crossing would be used to ensure removal of compensating material. 
Implementation of the City’s no net fill policy would provide reasonable hydraulic equivalence 
to existing conditions and achieve an approximate no net rise in base flood elevations within the 
FEMA-designated floodway. The existing hydraulic analysis, which is based on the preliminary 
design, is sufficient to evaluate potential impacts of the project. Because final design will not be 
completed until after the environmental document is approved, the analysis has to rely on 
assumptions at this stage of project development. The analysis will be revisited at a later stage of 
design when those final engineering details are available, to ensure consistency with the 
assumptions of this EIR. If necessary, an addendum or supplemental environmental impacts 
analysis can be conducted to assess potential impacts associated with any changes in the project.  

Response 5-12: The commenter questions the noise sensitive use finding. Impact NOI-1 
evaluates the potential noise impacts on any new noise-sensitive receptors (or “uses”) that would 
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be constructed as part of the proposed project. An example of a noise-sensitive receptor would be 
a proposed new housing development near a noise source. Since the project does not propose any 
new noise-sensitive receptors, impact NOI-1 is less than significant and this statement was 
included in the DEIR to show that this CEQA criterion did not apply.  

To clarify the findings, as the comment notes, Impact NOI-3 addresses temporary construction 
noise, listing potential levels that could range from 73 dBA up to 105 dBA (impact pile driver) at 
50 feet. These impacts are variable depending on the equipment location and would have a 
temporary impact, but were not defined as significant as the noise levels, would move as 
construction proceeds within the right-of-way, and would be limited by allowable hours and any 
City codes. Impact NOI-4 addresses the issue of noise increasing with existing noise-sensitive 
receptors and found the project would increase ambient noise by less than the established CEQA 
significance criteria of 4 decibels. The highest levels estimated were at corporation yards, and 
not noise sensitive land uses such as residences.  

Response 5-13: The commenter notes that the noise section can be confusing including tables 
with conflicting information. The text and supporting tables provide the relevant information 
regarding potential noise impacts due to the project to adequately inform the public and project 
decision makers. The evaluation requires different methods to address construction noise and 
long-term noise. The DEIR follows acceptable standards for noise impact discussion of a 
transportation type project. 

The commenter also notes there is no comparison of results to City of Petaluma Guidelines. 
Table 4.9-5 provides varying maximum noise levels from the City’s noise ordinance, and 
provide a means for the city to enforce excessive noise levels and complaints. These levels were 
established for 15, 5 and 1 minute measuring periods, and would be applicable to the project 
related to construction noise. Impact NOI-3 notes that construction may result in a temporary 
substantial increase at times, and this is generally an unavoidable impact but is limited by 
requiring day time construction requirements of the contractor. Construction noise levels also 
substantially reduce with distance.   

For Impact NOI-4, the CEQA significance criteria analyzes a “substantial permanent increase” in 
ambient noise at existing noise-sensitive receptors. In the surrounding area, the noise-sensitive 
receptors, such as those along North McDowell Avenue, currently exceed the City limits based 
on the measurements for this project. The noise analysis does evaluate the change in noise levels 
from no project conditions to with project conditions as explained in impact NOI-4. Table 4.9-12 
lists the increases at each location where noise levels were measured and then modeled with and 
without the project in place, including the noise level increase overall. The increases range from 
0 to 3 dBA, which is not considered a significant increase in noise.  

Response 5-14: The comment requests collecting long term noise monitoring data on McDowell 
and Rainier in the area of the Park Place subdivision and re-perform modeling. Measuring the 
existing noise from the private backyards in this subdivision would not accurately provide the 
required information for modeling due to the existing fences that partially mitigate the existing 
traffic noise. The data collected at LT-3 adequately represent all noise-sensitive receptors 
adjacent to North McDowell Avenue. This information is supported because two dominant noise 
sources for the existing noise-sensitive receptors include North McDowell Avenue and Highway 



City of Petaluma  May 2015 

Rainier Cross-Town Connector 2. Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page 2-55 

101. The distance to both of these sources would be consistent for all the North McDowell-
facing residences. 

The commenter notes that the noise model uses calculated noise levels in the Park Place (R8 and 
R9) subdivision area based on Rainier traffic only and ignores McDowell traffic. North 
McDowell Boulevard and the Rainier Connector would be the predominant noise sources with 
the project, and traffic along both of these roadways was included in the model. 

The commenter questions the statement that since traffic volumes in the area surrounding the 
roadway corridor have remained relatively stable for the last 10 years, it was assumed that noise 
levels for existing and Opening Year (2020) conditions would be relatively stable as well. This 
statement is based on Peak Hour data predicted for the traffic assessment for this project, and 
from data published from Caltrans. Daily (24-hour) traffic volumes have increased, but modeling 
results are based on Peak Hour (e.g., one-hour) data only because this represents a worst-case 
scenario. Other hours of the day besides the peak hour would be lower than the peak period 
modeled and reported in the DEIR.  

Response 5-15: The commenter inquiries regarding the need to provide connectivity to the 
existing parcels slotted for development. Per Section 3.5 Project Objectives, one of the project’s 
objectives is to not preclude connectivity to future development sites. Consideration of 
alternatives to gain new parcel access are not part of the project’s objective, although the design 
of the project does not preclude these connections from being made in the future, if approved 
separately by the City similar to any other proposed new residential or business development.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 
David Keller, Petaluma River Council  
Response 6-1: The commenter notes that Section 3, Project Description is inadequate. The 
Project Description, in accordance with Federal, State, and local laws describes the location and 
boundaries of the proposed project, a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project, a 
general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, and a 
statement describing the use of the EIR. This DEIR project description further describes the 
project history to clarify, not minimize, the actual project components.  The commenter’s 
question about project segmentation is addressed in response 6-2. 

Response 6-2: The commenter summarizes the project as improperly segmented. As described 
in response 2-14, per Section 3, Project Description “In January 2010, the City of Petaluma City 
Council separated the interchange and cross-town connector into two independent but concurrent 
elements to allow coordination of the cross-town connector with the Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority (SCTA) Marin Sonoma Narrows (MSN) C2 project that will undertake 
mainline and ramp improvements along Highway 101 from just south of Caulfield Lane to just 
south of Old Redwood Highway.” As such, the identified elements are two separate and 
unrelated projects. The outcome of each project is not related to the outcome of the other. An 
analysis of the Highway Interchange impacts is beyond the scope of the DEIR.  

Response 6-3: The commenter notes that the project omits data and analysis of the Shasta 
Avenue or Sycamore Alternatives. Section 5 describes alternatives that were either eliminated 
from further consideration or evaluated in the DEIR. The alternatives evaluated were chosen by 
the City after careful deliberation because of their ability to meet most of the project objectives 
and reduce or avoid a significant impact caused by the proposed project, as required by CEQA. 
CEQA specifies that the EIR must include a range of reasonable alternatives but does not require 
a review of every possible alternative.   

Response 6-4: This comment refers to segmentation. Please see Response 6-2 above. No change 
was made.  

Response 6-5: The comment requests that the Highway 101 project be removed from General 
Plan projections and be precluded from being used a mitigation measure for other projects. The 
Highway 101 interchange is not part of the project and was not analyzed in the DEIR except 
under the cumulative analysis which includes full build-out of the General Plan. Please see 
Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response 6-6: The commenter states that project objectives 1, 4 and 6 are not met by the project.  
For a discussion of how project objectives 1 and 4 are met please see Section 4.12 
Transportation.  Please note project objective 6 only states that the project would not preclude 
future development, and does not include said development as part of the project. Therefore, an 
analysis of future connection impacts are beyond the scope of this DEIR.  
Response 6-7: The comment states that the project fails to provide significant congestion relief 
and improved transportation times on Washington Street and other critical arterial streets. Please 
see Master Response 5 for further discussion of cumulative traffic operations.  
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Response 6-8: The comment notes that the DEIR fails to provide an analysis of the Shasta 
Avenue extension. The Shasta Avenue Extension is not part of this project and as such was not 
analyzed except under the cumulative analysis which includes full build-out of the General Plan. 
Please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 
Response 6-9: The comment notes that the DEIR proposed mitigation measures are inadequate. 
The DEIR proposes mitigations commensurate with project impacts and in accordance with 
Federal, State and Local regulations. Where such regulations were included in the project design 
it was concluded that the project would not have a significant impact, therefore a mitigation 
measure was not necessary. According to Section 15002(h)(2) of the California Code of 
Regulations, the lead agency, if it finds the project would have significant effects on the 
environment has the option of imposing conditions on the approval of the project. The DEIR 
includes mitigations for all significant impacts identified. Please also see Responses 3-11, 3-12, 
and 5-12 above.  
Response 6-10: The comment notes that project fails to provide congestion relief. Please see 
Response 6-7 above.  
Response 6-11: The comment states that the mitigation measures proposed fail to address loss of 
LOS at key intersections and roadways. See Master Response 5 for further discussion on 
cumulative traffic operations and Master Response 6 for further discussion on Washington Street 
travel times. 

Response 6-12: The commenter notes that induced growth as a result of project construction and 
operation is not analyzed in the DEIR. Induced growth and associated development is discussed 
in Section 6.3. The project is included in the City’s General Plan 2025. The City’s General Plan 
establishes land use development patterns and growth policies that are intended to allow for the 
orderly expansion of urban development supported by adequate public services, including 
roadway infrastructure. The City conducted CEQA environmental review on its General Plan to 
assess the secondary effects of its planned growth. The project is consistent with and has been 
accounted for in that analysis. 
Response 6-13: The comment notes that adequate alternatives were not considered in the DEIR. 
Please see Response 6-3 above.  
Response 6-14: The comment notes that the DEIR fails to consider the Corona Road crosstown 
connector and potential Highway 101 interchange. Please see Master Response 8: Corona Road 
and Response 2-14 above.  

Response 6-15: The comment requests that data for Washington Street travel time be presented 
as a chart and includes details of what the chart should show. See Master Response 2 for further 
discussion on the baseline used for this study and Master Response 6 for further discussion on 
the Washington Street travel times. Recording actual average travel times across the Washington 
Street corridor was not part of the traffic evaluation. However, several study intersections along 
the Washington corridor were evaluated during the weekday AM and PM peak hour. The project 
would reduce both the eastbound and westbound travel times compared to the No Project 
scenario anywhere between 30 seconds and four minutes depending on the analysis year and 
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peak hour.  The project benefit during the peak hours would continue at full implementation of 
the General Plan.   
Response 6-16: The comment refers to a previous study done in 1998 by Michael Dyett, and its 
results. See Master Response 5 for further discussion on Cumulative traffic operations and 
Master Response 6 for further discussion on the Washington Street travel times.  The project is 
anticipated to provide a benefit to Washington Street through complete implementation of the 
General Plan. 
Response 6-17: The comment notes that an official survey and modeling was not conducted by 
the City.  Traffic counts are provided for the existing condition in Section 4.12.1.1 of the DEIR 
and modeled projects with and without the project are provided in Section 4.12.4 of the DEIR.   

Response 6-18: The comment notes that adequate alternatives were not considered in the DEIR. 
Please see Response 6-3 above.  
Response 6-19: The comment states that the project would cause damage to Petaluma River 
riparian habitat and that project impacts are understated or omitted. For a discussion of project 
impacts on Riparian habitat and mitigation measure please see Section 4.4 Biological Resources. 
The DEIR accounts for temporary and permanent impacts to Petaluma River habitat and 
proposed mitigation measures commensurate with said impacts.  

In addition, the comment states the DEIR does not use information from other sources such as 
the Petaluma River Access and Enhancement Plan. The information in the referenced documents 
contains information about the historic environmental setting within the project footprint; they 
are over a decade old. As such, it would not be correct to use these documents to establish the 
current baseline conditions within the project footprint when more current data is available. As 
discussed in Section 4.3.3.4., field surveys were conducted in June and July 2011 to identify 
special-status plant and wildlife species, plant communities and terrestrial wildlife habitats that 
have potential to occur within the project site. Also, potential jurisdictional wetland and water 
features were identified by qualified biologist. This information was used in the subsequent 
impact analysis discussed in Impact BIO-3.  
Response 6-20: The comment states that the DEIR fails to encompass the full project area.  The 
DEIR analyses potential project impacts to the geographical extent described in Section 3 Project 
Description. Each resource area is analyzed based on extent of impact and resource area 
definition. As such, no change needed.  
Response 6-21: The comment states that the area is known as a basking location for Western 
pond turtle and river otters and notes river otters were not mentioned in the document.  As 
required by CEQA, impacts to species identified as candidate, sensitive or special-status species 
in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S Fish and Wildlife are discussed in the DEIR. The western pond turtle is 
considered a species of special concern by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
Section 4.3-23 Biological Resources includes a discussion on the Western pond turtle and the 
associated biological survey that was conducted within the project site. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2 and BIO-4 would protect basking Western pond turtles 
during project construction.  
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River otters are not listed under the federal and State Endangered Species Acts, are not 
considered a species of special concern by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and 
are not included as a species of special concern in the Petaluma General Plan (2025). Because 
the river otter does not meet definition of a special-status species, they were not described in the 
document. No further analysis was conducted and no change is needed.   
Response 6-22: The comment notes that wildlife and plant surveys were conducted at an 
inadequate time of year. Further, the comment notes that the project area was not the same as for 
the Petaluma Village Outlet Mall EIR or the Petaluma River Access and Enhancement Plan. A 
three step wetland delineation process - to identify anaerobic soils, hydrology and hydrophytic 
vegetation - was conducted in 2011 (refer to Section 4.3.3.4 of the DEIR) according to the 1987 
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, the 2006 Interim Regional Supplement to the 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, and the 2008 A Field Guide 
to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the 
Western United States. Anaerobic soils were not observed in the project area and wetland 
hydrology did not overlap with wetland vegetation. No evidence of wetlands were present so 
additional early season investigation was not needed.  

In preparation of this EIR, qualified biologists conducted a review of the CDFW California 
Natural Diversity Database, the CNPS electronic database, the California Consortium of 
Herbaria database, and the Sacramento USFWS online database to identify the special-status 
species and natural community of concern with potential to occur within the project area and 
immediate vicinity. The database searches provided information on the blooming season for 
special-status plant species with potential to occur and the associated vegetation communities. 
The field surveys for the special-status species were done to confirm the presence of these 
species within the project area. Based on the database searches and field surveys, additional 
special-status plant surveys were not warranted. If the database searches or field surveys had 
indicated the project could impact special-status plant species with late winter/early spring 
blooming seasons, additional surveys would have been done during the appropriate blooming 
season. As such, no change was needed in the FEIR.  
Response 6-23: The comment notes that the DEIR fails to provide consultation with appropriate 
Federal and State agencies for impacts to protected species. Please see Response 1-1 and 1-2 
above. Comment noted.  
Response 6-24: The comment states that the DEIR does not provide adequate detail for impacts 
to trees, vernal pools, wetlands and other biological species. As discussed in Section 4.3.3.4, 
field surveys were conducted in June and July 2011 to identify special-status plant and wildlife 
species, plant communities and terrestrial wildlife habitats that have potential to occur within the 
project site. In addition, potential jurisdictional wetland and water features were identified by a 
qualified biologist. This information was used in the subsequent impact analysis.  

Per Mitigation Measure BIO-7 a tree survey would be conducted once project design is in a more 
advanced stage to allow for more specific accounting of impacted resources. Further, Mitigation 
Measures in Section 4.3 Biological Resources provide biological monitors, replacement ratios 
based on Federal, State and Local mandates, and avoidance and minimization measures. Such 
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mitigation measures and discussion are commensurate with project impacts. As such, no change 
needed.  
Response 6-26: The comment notes that adequate provisions were not taken to replace impacted 
resources on site and that not enough information was provided for offsite mitigation measures. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is included in the DEIR to minimize impacts to riparian habitat due to 
project construction and operation. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 is included to allow for mitigation 
of permanent impacts to riparian habitat additional to on site protection, and not as an exclusive 
off site measure. The 1:1 mitigation ratio is based on USACE standards, and is supported by 
Federal guidelines regarding impacts to riparian habitat. Offsite mitigation options will be 
finalized in the later design stages. The identified measures set forth in the DEIR are sufficient to 
meet the needs of CEQA and serve as the basis for regulating agencies to consider permit 
applications.  

Response 6-27: The comment states that the DEIR fails to show routes to future developments 
and account for such environmental impacts. The construction and operation of future 
connections to adjacent parcels are not part of the project. As stated in Section 3.5 Project 
Objectives, the project would not preclude future connections to be built, but would not build 
such connections. No change was made.  
Response 6-28: The comment notes that the DEIR does not adequately describe specific site 
surveys and mitigations. As discussed in Section 4.3.3.4., field surveys were conducted in June 
and July 2011 to identify special-status plant and wildlife species, plant communities and 
terrestrial wildlife habitats that have potential to occur within the project site. In addition, 
potential jurisdictional wetland and water features were identified by a qualified biologist. This 
information was used in the subsequent impact analysis.  

The DEIR provides an analysis of project impacts and project mitigation measures in compliance 
with Federal, State and Local laws and regulations.  The impact analysis considered how 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures would avoid and minimize impacts to 
biological resources. The measures included in the DEIR are implementable, feasible and 
consistent with measures required by the agencies to protect biological resources. These 
measures include work windows, buffers to avoid nesting birds and erosion control to prevent 
water quality impacts. The eight mitigation measures noted in Section 4.3 would be adopted as 
conditions of approval. According to Section 15002(h)(2) of the California Code of Regulations, 
the lead agency, if it finds the project would have significant effects on the environment has the 
option of imposing conditions on the approval of the project. Please see Response 6-9 above for 
additional clarification on mitigation measures.    
Response 6-29: The comment notes that the DEIR does not adequately address visual, sound, 
aesthetic, circulation, and access impacts for users of the pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian trails 
described in the Petaluma River Access and Enhancement Plan. These trails are not currently 
built proximate to the Rainier project site. Consistent with a planning level document, the 
Petaluma River Access and Enhancement Plan does not have specifically defined locations of the 
trails. The project would place bridge abutments (the foundation structures supporting each end 
of a bridge) with clearance from the river’s edge, and would allow for high flows as described in 
the hydrology section of the DEIR. There is passage available for a trail near or against these 
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abutments. The design would allow for the future location of the trail, and at the time of design 
in the future, the location and design of the abutments could take into consideration a more 
specific horizontal and vertical alignment design of the trail, if it is known at that time. The 
design would also allow for future plantings along the trail system consistent with the 
“Gateways” planting description on page 70 of the Petaluma River Access and Enhancement 
Plan. 

Response 6-30: The comment notes the use of air quality monitoring data from the Santa Rosa-
5th Street Station for impact calculations is not appropriate for this area, and on-site air quality 
data should be used in the analysis. The air quality monitoring data shown in the DEIR is the 
most representative data available from the BAAQMD, and is presented for informational 
purposes to disclose the ambient air quality conditions of the basin. The monitoring station in 
Santa Rosa is similar to Petaluma in terms of important factors such as temperature, climate, 
seasonal weather patterns, and local development. The river location at the project site is more 
forested, as the comment notes, and this more rural project setting could have slightly lower 
ambient (existing) pollutant levels than the monitoring station in Santa Rosa due to fewer 
emission sources although this difference is likely negligible.  In addition, the monitoring data is 
not entirely the basis for the quantitative analysis. As described in Section 4.2.3.2 and in 
response to comment no. 5-9, various modeling programs including EMFAC2011 and 
OFFROAD2011 were utilized to quantify air quality emissions. Estimated impacts were 
generally far under the established BAAQMD thresholds for an impact, no change to the analysis 
is needed. 
Response 6-31: The comment notes that the DEIR does not adequately address air pollution on 
animal, bird, fish and plant species. Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations appendix G 
CEQA checklist requires an EIR to address the impact a project will have on the existing levels 
of air pollution and if it exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  
While the CEQA statutes and guidelines provide no definition for sensitive receptors, the DEIR 
provides a definition from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District as “facilities or land 
uses that include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air 
pollutants, such as children, the elderly and people with illnesses.” Sensitive receptors are 
represented by facilities or land uses such as schools and hospitals. There is no substantial 
evidence that project construction would impact non-human populations and the CEQA checklist 
can be used as a guide in the absence of substantial evidence of potential impacts not listed. As 
such, no change was made. 

As discussed in Impact BIO-2, a hydroacoustic analysis was done to determine potential 
biological impacts associated with pile driving activities. The piles driven to support the bridge 
and falsework would 
be installed outside of the channel of the Petaluma River, and would not be in direct contact with 
the water. This same analysis also determined that project-related pile driving on land 
would not generate sound levels of sufficient intensity to cause injury to fish. 

Construction related noise has the potential to impact nesting birds, as identified in the DEIR. 
Prior to the start of construction, the project site will be surveyed for nesting birds. If a nesting 
bird is observed, buffers will be erected around the nest and construction activities within the 
buffers will not be allowed to occur until the nest is empty. The buffers stated in Impact BIO-2 
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are consistent with standard buffers used by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Response 6-32: The comment notes that the DEIR should be recirculated with a map of trees to 
be removed and a visual simulation that includes story poles and flagging of the proposed project 
boundary. The DEIR section 4.1 provided a simulated view from three viewing locations of the 
project in order to provide an accurate representation of the project’s impact on the visual 
character of the site. The DEIR is required to provide a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision that takes account of 
environmental consequences. Page 4.1-7 addresses the issue of tree removal and its impact on 
the visual character of the site and its surroundings.  The section contains sufficient detail to 
evaluate the project’s impact on the visual character of the site and its surroundings and the 
requested additional information is not necessary to provide the City with a sufficient degree of 
information to reach a decision.  

Response 6-33: The comment inquires about induced growth and associated development 
impacts. Induced growth and associated development is discussed in Section 6.3 of the DEIR. 
The project is included in the City’s General Plan 2025. The City’s General Plan establishes land 
use development patterns and growth policies that are intended to allow for the orderly 
expansion of urban development supported by adequate public services, including roadway 
infrastructure. The City conducted CEQA environmental review on its General Plan to assess the 
secondary effects of its planned growth. The project is consistent with and has been accounted 
for in that analysis. Future proposals to develop lands within the vicinity of the project will 
consider potential impacts associated with the floodplain, but that analysis is beyond the scope of 
the DEIR.  

Response 6-34: The comment inquires about project impacts to downstream flood. Impacts to 
flooding are discussed in Impact HYD-4, HYD-6, HYD-8, and HYD-9.  As indicated in HYD-8 
and HYD-9, analysis of the preliminary project design indicates that there would be no change in 
the downstream flood elevations. Therefore, downstream flood project capacities would not be 
changed by the project. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 6.4. Project Alternatives are 
discussed in Section 5.5.  

Response 6-35: The comment notes that the DEIR fails to provide geotechnical, hydraulic and 
hydrologic investigation, modeling, and reports. These studies and models are not required by 
CEQA regulations or guidelines. However, the DEIR found the project would significantly 
impact hydrology by placing structures within the 100-year flood plain and proposed mitigation 
measures to lessen the significance of the identified impact. According to Section 15002(h)(2) of 
the California Code of Regulations, the lead agency, if it finds the project would have significant 
effects on the environment has the option of imposing conditions on the approval of the project 
in the form of mitigations.  

Response 6-36: The comment notes that DEIR fails to address hydrologic impacts from 
additional runoff from impervious and compacted surfaces. Impacts associated with additional 
runoff due to impervious and compacted surfaces are discussed in Impact HYD-5. Induced 
growth and associated development is discussed in Section 6.3.  
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Response 6-37: The comment notes the DEIR does not adequately address impacts of the project 
in the floodplain, including the project itself and its effect on Petaluma River Flood Control 
Project as well as growth-inducing impacts on nearby residents and businesses. Section 4.7 of the 
DEIR states that the project would pose a significant impact to hydrology by placing structures 
into the 100-year flood plain and by altering the existing drainage pattern of the site. The DEIR 
further recommends mitigation measures that would lessen these impacts. All final designs 
would be subject to NPDES General Construction Permit, the City of Petaluma Grading 
Ordinance, the County’s SUSMP, and the City’s NPDES Phase II Permit which will ensure the 
safety and viability of the project, itself. Please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis.  

Response 6-38: The comment notes that the DEIR does not include a discussion, model or 
mitigation necessary to prevent loss of flood protection.  The DEIR does conclude that the 
project would pose a significant impact to hydrology by placing structures into the 100 year 
flood plain and by altering the existing drainage pattern of the site, but does not indicate the 
project would increase the risk of flooding or negate flood protection from the Petaluma River 
Flood Control project. The project is required to comply with the City’s Floodway and 
Floodplain Districts Ordinance which requires no net fill and reasonable equivalence of channel 
hydraulics as well as be designed to include benching or widening of the channel near the bridge 
crossing to maintain flood flow conveyance.   

Response 6-39: The comment notes the DEIR omits or postpones critical information necessary 
for an informed public or informed decision-making until after the EIR is certified. The DEIR 
and FEIR are comprehensive documents that have addressed all comments made from scoping 
and during the review of the DEIR. No identified issues were postponed or not addressed.   

Response 6-40: The commenter requests a map showing changes in water surface elevations and 
flood depths downstream of the project. Please see response 6-38. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 7 
David Libchitz 
Response 7-1: The comment notes that future connections to the project are not included in the 
Project Description. The construction and operation of future connections to adjacent parcels are 
not part of the project. As stated in Section 3.5 Project Objectives, the project would not preclude 
future connections to be built, but would not build such connections.   

Response 7-2: Please see Response 7-1.  

Response 7-3: The commenter notes that traffic generated by the full build-out of the General 
Plan must be taken into consideration. This DEIR is an analysis of the impacts of the Rainier 
Cross Town Connector. As a roadway project, the project will not generate trips. Rather, trips 
will be generated by existing development as well as by the future development identified in the 
General Plan. The traffic generated by other City projects is captured in the cumulative analysis 
discussion, section 6.4 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response 7-4: The comment notes that the proposed schedule is speculative considering the 
project is not funded.  Section 3.3.3 notes that the project’s start date is contingent upon 
implementation of the SCTA MSN C2 project.  If this assumption is incorrect, the proposed 
project would be infeasible in its current design and the EIR would be subject to amendment and 
recirculation per California Code of Regulations Section 15088.5.  

Response 7-5: The comment notes that the traffic generated by the Shasta Avenue collector 
should be analyzed in the cumulative analysis. As the commenter notes, the traffic associated 
with Shasta Avenue is included in the Cumulative Analysis scenario under Impact Cumulative 
TRANS-1. Please also see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis.  
Response 7-6: The commenter requests that Section 3.4 and Section 3.5 be reversed for better 
clarity. This comment does not change the content of the document or raise any adequacy issue. 
Therefore, no changes were made.    

Response 7-7: The comment notes that the project objective of not precluding future connections 
from adjacent parcels along the roadway is contradictory to the first objective of relieving traffic 
congestion within the local street networks and notes that traffic impacts on the last objective are 
missing from the traffic analysis. The California Code of Regulations Section 15124(b) requires 
an EIR project description to include a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project 
that aids the lead agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives. It further notes the 
project objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project. The project objectives do 
not define the proposed project. The proposed project should be designed to meet the project 
objectives, including not precluding future connections. The design of the roadway will allow for 
future connections, with location(s) that would have to be determined based on safe site distance 
and the profile of the road. Large portions of the roadway have access constraints including 
Caltrans right-of-way for the US 101 undercrossing, the river and the railroad tracks. Access to 
Rainier will therefore be limited, and likely consolidated. Any access to the roadway would 
require the City’s approval and would be fully evaluated in project-specific environmental 
reviews.    
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Response 7-8: The comment notes the vicinity project “Sid Commons” should contain a full 
description and location for public disclosure. The proposed project is limited to the Rainier 
Cross-Town Connector and does not include an environmental analysis on future possible 
connections. Including such an analysis would be purely speculative since a connection to Sid 
Commons Driveway has not been designed or proposed in sufficient detail. The City has 
received an application for proposed residential development of the Sid Commons property and 
the environmental review is currently underway. The environmental review for Sid Commons 
will evaluate potential impacts associated with a proposed connection to Rainier Avenue based 
on the proposal, as appropriate. Other vicinity projects were addressed with regard to their 
cumulative contribution to future conditions evaluated for the project, and the description and 
location of proposed or conceptual projects would not change that analysis.  

Response 7-9: The commenter asks why the City of Petaluma is severely compromising the 
ability of the Rainier Cross Town Connector to alleviate traffic congestion by offering a 
driveway connection to a private developer. The proposed project addressed in this DEIR does 
not include a private driveway, but can accommodate connections in the future. Width of the 
roadway can accommodate turn pockets for some connections without compromising the 
operation of the roadway.  

Response 7-10: The comment notes the vicinity projects section is missing the outlet mall 
expansion project and does not address the outlet mall expansion driveway connection to the 
project.  This DEIR includes all reasonably foreseeable vicinity projects including the outlet mall 
expansion. Table 4.12-1 of DEIR specifically includes the Rainier Ave/Outlets Expansion Drive 
intersection (Int ID 19) as does the cumulative impacts analysis (Table 6.4.11-1). Please also see 
response 7-9. 

Response 7-11: The comment notes this DEIR does not include all information under the full 
build-out of the General Plan. Please see response 7-3. 

Response 7-12: The comment notes the project objective of not precluding future connections 
from adjacent parcels along the roadway is not beneficial to the people of Petaluma. The 
commenter’s opinion is noted. No change was made to the document. 

Response 7-13: The commenter has requested the location and current zoning of Anderson 
Ranch. It is identified in the DEIR at 196 Cinnabar Avenue, which is near the Petaluma River 
and railroad tracks off this road. The zoning of this parcel does not affect the historic evaluation 
of this property, which is described in detail in the section 4.4.1.6 (as referenced in this 
comment).  

Response 7-14: The commenter notes that a 50 foot soil boring has not been obtained to properly 
assess the project area soils. CEQA does not prescribe specific methods of investigation.  The 
City of Petaluma 2006 study and the USDA 2012 information are existing sources that provide 
an adequate understanding of soil quality in the project area. As described in Section 4.5 at the 
design stage a geotechnical investigation will be prepared that provides specific 
recommendations to address soil stability concerns including but not limited to quality fill 
material, compaction design, over excavation, and detailed grading requirements. For all 
roadway projects, the geotechnical investigation is performed during the design phase, once the 
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proposed project is approved. Construction methods and final design will be based on the results 
of the geotechnical investigation.     

Response 7-15: The commenter notes that the average elevation of 30’ should be used for the 
City of Petaluma and doubts the validity of the elevation and groundwater elevations presented.  
Please see Response 4-8. 

Response 7-16: The comment requested that the reference to Petaluma River’s 100-year flood 
plain be updated and requests clarification on the 100-year flood. The reference to the floodplain 
figure (i.e., Figure 4.7-2) is updated for the FEIR. Areas within the FEMA-designated 100-year 
floodplain have a flood risk with at least a 1 percent annual chance of exceedence. However, a 
specific location within the 100-year floodplain could flood more frequently (e.g., it could also 
be within the 10-year or the 5-year floodplain). Also, the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain 
does not account for inadequate local drainage, such as impacted storm drains, so areas outside 
of the 100-year floodplain can flood more frequently than the 1 percent annual chance of 
exceedence.  

Response 7-17: The comment notes groundwater elevations are not listed correctly. The 
groundwater elevations cited in this section correspond to areas near the project boundaries. 
Depth to groundwater would decrease in areas closer to the river channel because of interactions 
between surface water and groundwater (e.g., infiltration).  

Response 7-18: The comment notes an additional figure showing the locations of potential 
projects under the full build-out of the General Plan must be included in the DEIR as the project 
is needed to mitigate traffic impacts that would occur under the full build-out of the General 
Plan.  The full buildout of the General Plan was described in the General Plan 2025 and is 
incorporated by reference into this EIR.   Specific projects that are approved, or proposed and 
likely to be funded, are included in the traffic analysis; these projects are listed in Section 
4.12.3.1. Build out conditions utilize the General Plan build out assumptions, but also planned 
land use designations that are translated into trip generation. This later method is used because 
not all projects are known for future conditions, but the planned land uses from the General Plan 
indicate the growth patterns in the city and can be used to generate appropriate trips and 
volumes. 

Response 7-19: The comment asks if all of the other projects that would occur under the full 
build-out of the general plan would be required to comply with the City’s Floodway and 
Floodplain Districts Ordinance. Other projects that would occur under full build-out of the 
General Plan would require separate environmental review. Please see Master Response 1: 
Cumulative Analysis. 

Response 7-20: The comment questions the less than significant determination for the project to 
increase surface run-off. As described in Impact HYD-5 and HYD-8, the project would improve 
the existing stormwater drainage system and/or construct its own stormwater drainage system. 
The stormwater drainage system would be designed per the County’s SUSMP guidelines to 
capture all runoff from new impermeable surfaces, and ensure that the rate of captured runoff 
entering the Petaluma River would not result in on- or off-site flooding.  
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Response 7-21: The comment notes it is appalling how much land in the Petaluma River 
floodplain is currently zoned for development. Commenter’s opinion is noted, and no change in 
the FEIR is needed. 

Response 7-22: The comment notes that the City of Petaluma General Plan is a guide and is not 
a demand for specific projects to be built. The General Plan was used to provide assumed build-
out conditions to ensure that cumulative impacts are adequately addressed. A reduced level of 
development could result in a lower estimate of impacts. Comment noted and no change was 
made. 

Response 7-23: The commenter wants to know if the Petaluma Outlet Mall Expansion and Sid 
Commons project developers can construct their own access points to more suitable roads. The 
proposed project does not include a connection to these two developments but does consider this 
potential future connection as Intersection 19 in the cumulative analysis. Future projects that 
proposed connections to Rainier Avenue will be required to undergo environmental review in 
accordance with CEQA to evaluate potential impacts.  

Response 7-24: The comment inquires about Table 4.12.10, and notes that the table contains 
false and misleading information. See Master Response 2 for further discussion on the baseline 
used for this study.  Table 4.12.10 was checked for accuracy and was confirmed that it properly 
summarizes the analysis results. No change was made to the FEIR.  

Response 7-25: The comment notes that a sentence on page 3-3, section 3.1.1 does not recognize 
the roles of other projects to accommodate for General Plan Build-out. As noted in Section 
4.12.3.1 the opening year analysis assumes only partial build-out of the General Plan. Full build-
out of the General Plan is presented under Cumulative conditions. See Master Response 1 for 
further discussion on the Cumulative Analysis assumptions. The FEIR revises Page 3-3 of the 
DEIR text as follows to better reflect the project’s purpose as one of several roadway projects 
needed to mitigate the traffic impacts under the full buildout of the General Plan:  

“Therefore, the project is one of several projects that would be needed to address traffic 
impacts presented under full build out in the Petaluma General Plan needed to mitigate 
traffic impacts that would occur under full buildout of the General Plan and would need 
to be constructed as full buildout occurs.”  

 

Response 7-26: The comment notes the project objectives in Section 5.3 do not match Section 3. 
The FEIR text on page 5-2, Section 5.3 was revised as follows: 

“Facilitate opportunities for Not preclude future connections from adjacent parcels along 
the roadway.” 

Response 7-27: The comment asks for clarification on the project objectives. See response 7-26.  

Response 7-28: The comment notes that most Petaluma residents believe the objective of the 
Rainier Cross Town Connector is to alleviate traffic on East Washington and North and South 
McDowell. Comment is noted. 

Response 7-29: The comment notes that the information in Table 4.12.10 is false and misleading 
and therefore the conclusions are suspect.  Please refer to Response 7-24.  
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Response 7-30: The commenter notes that Alternative B: 4-Lane Roadway would not facilitate 
opportunities for future connections and there is nothing this alternative would preclude that is a 
benefit to Petaluma. It would not allow for connections and provides a comparison with the 
proposed project that does provide opportunities for connections.  

Response 7-31: The comment notes that Table 5-3 does not include traffic generated by the full 
build-out of the General Plan. As noted in Section 4.1.12.3.1 the opening year analysis assumes 
only partial buildout of the General Plan.  Full buildout of the General Plan is presented under 
Cumulative conditions, Section 6.4 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 1 for further discussion 
on the Cumulative Analysis assumptions. See response 7-25 for changes to the FEIR.  

Response 7-32: The comment notes that Table 5-4 does not include traffic for the full build-out 
of the General Plan and looks very similar to Alternative B. See Master Response 1 for further 
discussion on the Cumulative Analysis assumptions, and Master Response 5 on Cumulative 
Traffic Operations. The analysis results presented under Cumulative No Project and Cumulative 
With Project conditions account for traffic generated by full buildout of the General Plan. The 
analysis results presented in Table 5-4 for intersection #8 were checked against the technical 
worksheets and it was confirmed the results are presented correctly. See response 7-25 for 
changes to the FEIR. 

Response 7-33: The comment asks why Alternative B prevents property owners/developers from 
constructing access on their own projects and why it is the City’s responsibility to do so. The 
DEIR describes that the proposed project would not preclude this future access due to the at-
grade design but Alternative B does not include at-grade design at these access locations making 
it very difficult or impossible for these private land owners to install access at a later date. See 
response 7-25 for changes to the FEIR. 

Response 7-34: The comment requests that information in Table 5-5 be revised. See Master 
Response 5 for further discussion on the Cumulative traffic operations assumptions.  The 
analysis results presented under Cumulative No Project and Cumulative With Project conditions 
account for traffic generated by full buildout of the General Plan. See response 7-25 for changes 
to the FEIR. 

Response 7-35: The comment suggests that Alternative B is the environmentally superior 
alternative. While Alternative B might not allow as much development in the floodplain, it 
would increase environmental resource impacts compared to the proposed project (as described 
in Section 5.5.2). These include conflict with the General Plan, conflict with population and 
housing requirements, conflict with plans regarding traffic efficiency, and conflict with a traffic 
management program (freeway and intersection). Alternative B would decrease two 
environmental impacts when compared to the proposed project but is still less environmentally 
superior than the proposed project. As such, no change needed.   

Response 7-36: The comment requests that information in Table 6.4.11-1 be revised. See Master 
Response 5 for further discussion on the Cumulative traffic operations assumptions.  The 
analysis results presented under Cumulative No Project and Cumulative With Project conditions 
account for traffic generated by full buildout of the General Plan. See response 7-25 for changes 
to the FEIR. 



City of Petaluma  May 2015 

Rainier Cross-Town Connector 2. Responses to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page 2-93 

Response 7-37: The comment notes that if the project is needed to mitigate traffic impacts that 
would occur under full build-out of the General Plan, the traffic data should include the full 
build-out. The analysis results presented under Cumulative No Project and Cumulative With 
Project conditions account for traffic generated by full buildout of the General Plan. See 
response 7-25 for changes to the FEIR.  

Response 7-38: The comment requests that information in Tables 6.4.11-4 & 5 be revised. These 
sections are provided for informational purposes only.  Nonetheless, the analysis results do 
account for traffic generated by full buildout of the General Plan.  The analysis results presented 
in these sections were checked against the technical worksheets and it was confirmed the results 
are presented correctly. 

Response 7-39: The comments raises concern that traffic data does not account for full buildout 
under the General Plan. Please see response 7-37. 

Response 7-40: The comment notes that the project does not satisfy the project objectives and 
Alternative B is their preferred alternative. Comment noted. 

Response 7-41: The comment notes that the traffic data for the full build-out of the General Plan 
was not included and notes future development may not have sufficient drinking water. Please 
see response 7-37. Drinking water for projects identified in the General Plan is beyond the scope 
of this EIR. This project is intended only to provide future traffic circulation benefits by creating 
a new cross-town connector. 

Response 7-42: The comment urges the Petaluma City Council to recirculate the DEIR with 
traffic data for the full build-out of the General Plan. Please see response 7-37. The DEIR does 
include an analysis at full buildout of the General Plan under the Cumulative Conditions 
discussion, section 6.4. Recirculation is not warranted. Comment noted. 

Response 7-43: The comment notes that the purpose of this project seems to be to increase land 
values for properties in the floodplain. As noted previously, the project is intended to provide 
future traffic circulation benefits. It would provide opportunities for future connections, in 
accordance with the General Plan, but is not a purpose of the project.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 8 
Frederick Etzel 
Response 8-1: The comment requests that Figures 3-2 Project Location and Project Site 
Boundary and Figure 3-3 Rainier Avenue Connecter be revised to show a connection between 
Parcel B and the project. The construction and operation of future connections to adjacent 
parcels are not part of the project. As stated in Section 3.5 Project Objectives, the project would 
not preclude future connections to be built, but would not build such connections. No change 
was made.   

Response 8-2: The comment requests that Section 3.4 Vicinity Projects be revised to include the 
development of Simon Premium Outlets. Although, as pointed out by the commenter, this is a 
viable project the discussion in Section 3.4 is not meant to be exhaustive or exclusive and is only 
a general discussion of either planned or improved projects within the City of Petaluma. 
Exclusion of Simon Premium Outlets development does not preclude the project from being 
developed.  As such, no change is needed or was made.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 9 
SMART  
Response 9-1: The comment indicates that all projects built above and/or adjacent to the railroad 
would need to be reviewed by SMART. The City of Petaluma will provide SMART the 
opportunity to review or comment on proposed designs and that safety measures for passengers, 
freight operations and vehicular traffic would be incorporated in project design. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, as such no change needed.  

Response 9-2: The comment requests that construction phasing be coordinated with SMART 
operations to preclude service interruptions. The City of Petaluma and its contractor would 
assemble a traffic control plan that would account for SMART operations. This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR, as such no change needed.  

Response 9-3: The comment requests that the CPUC permit application be reviewed by SMART 
staff prior to submittal. An appropriate opportunity to review the project design and application 
will be provided. This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, as such no change 
needed.  

Response 9-4: The comment requests that any reference to NWP/NWPRR owning the railroad 
tracks near the project be changed to SMART. The commenter further indicates that SMART is 
not a Rapid Transit system, but an acronym to depict Rail Transit.  The FEIR includes the 
following revisions: 

Page 3-19 “Existing sanitary sewer systems and a 33-inch aqueduct lie within the 
NWP/SMART corridor.” 

Page 4.1-2 “With the exception of Highway 101 and the Northwestern Pacific Railroad 
(NWP) SMART rail tracks, the project site’s location is undeveloped. The area of the 
proposed Rainier/101 undercrossing is developed as a transportation corridor (Highway 101), 
while the area to the west of Highway 101 and the Petaluma River includes the SMART rail 
tracks for the NWP, which is proposed for development of the SMART rail project.” 

Page 4.1-4 “Visible structures within the project site include Highway 101, the NWPSMART 
tracks and at-grade bridge crossing of the Petaluma River, and electrical housing units for a 
water pump station near North McDowell Boulevard.” 

Page 4.8-2 “Only three parcels contain any development—APN 007-380-002, which is 
developed with a small, City owned pump station, APN 048-142-016, which is developed 
with the Northwestern Pacific Railroad (NWP)/Sonoma Marin Area Rapid Rail Transit 
(SMART) tracks, and the State owned and developed Highway 101 right-of-way.” 

Page 4.8-12 Table 4.8-1 “NWP/SMART corridor” 

Page 4.11-2 “A 33-inch aqueduct lies within the NWP/SMART corridor.” 

Page 4.12-16 “There is no current passenger or freight rail service in the study area. Freight 
service on a Northwestern Pacific Railroad line owned by SMART is currently running in the 
project area operated until 2001.” 
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Page 4.12-20 “There is no current passenger or freight rail service in the study area. Freight 
service on a Northwestern Pacific Railroad line owned by SMART is currently running in the 
project area operated until 2001.” 

Response 9-5: The comment requests that construction phasing be coordinated with SMART 
operations to preclude service interruptions. The City of Petaluma and its contractor would 
assemble a traffic control plan that would take into consideration SMART operations.  

Response 9-6: The comment requires that all bridge construction meet the requirements of 49 
CFR 214.  The City of Petaluma design will meet such requirements and all other applicable 
Federal, State and local mandates.  

Response 9-7: The comment requests that bridge design standards meet CPUC and FRA 
standards and be designed for future double track on the SMART corridor. The City of 
Petaluma’s project design will meet Federal and State standards for bridge design that would 
cross an active railway.  

Response 9-8:  The commenter requests an update of the text in section 4.12.1.6.  See Response 
9-4.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 10 
Wayne Leach 
Response 10-1: The comment notes that the DEIR does not adequately address how and where 
connections to Parcels B and C would be made. While the traffic generated by these parcels was 
considered in the cumulative traffic analysis, the precise alignment and configuration of the 
future connections is not known in sufficient detail to be analyzed and is not proposed by this 
project. Therefore, a review of impacts from potential connections is beyond the scope of this 
EIR.   

Response 10-2: The comment notes that the 2025 General Plan land use figure shows land use 
designations for a city park and rail/transit node and requests a discussion about potential 
connections of these designations to the cross-town connector.  As noted in response 10-1 above, 
the proposed project does not include connections to nearby parcels or land uses.  The DEIR 
section 4.8.3.3 addresses the potential of the proposed project to physically divide the 
community.   

Response 10-3: The comment requests that the DEIR further describe and analyze the impact of 
acquiring dedicated right-of-way in lieu of development fees. The method of acquisition will be 
determined at the time that final design and right-of-way is performed, which is after the 
approval of the FEIR for this project. It would be speculative to address this issue, and it is not 
necessary to evaluate environmental or community impacts of the project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MADE AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING, 
AUGUST 12, 2014 
Commenters include: Dave Libchitz, Jennifer Pierre  

Note: Some comments were responded to during the testimony. Where this 
occurred, the comment is labeled Q11-1, Q11-2, etc., and the subsequent response 
following the comment is labeled a corresponding A11-1, A11-2, etc. The responses 
to comments that follow the testimony address all remaining comments that were 
not adequately addressed in the testimony. 

Response Q11-17: The comment is requesting that the traffic section of the DEIR should 
include traffic from major developments along the west side of the freeway that are included in 
the General Plan. The cumulative analysis does include all future traffic generated by existing 
and potential future development envisioned as part of the General Plan buildout. Please see 
Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response Q11-18: The comment inquires about the traffic baseline used to calculate impacts. 
See Master Response 2 for further discussion on establishing the baseline for this study. 

Response Q11-19: The comment inquires about the air quality related impacts and the 
amortization calculation.  See response 3-7.  

Response Q11-20: The comment requests a better defined construction schedule so that air and 
traffic impacts could be better evaluated. The DEIR sections 3 and 4.12 assume a maximum of 
8,000 trucks (16,000 truck trips) over 30 months as the highest possible impact in order to 
determine potential impacts of the project to air and traffic resources. The DEIR also addresses 
peak and average conditions, such as for the evaluation of construction noise. An EIR is not 
required to precisely estimate the construction schedule but to use enough information in order to 
determine the true impact of the project on environmental resources and allow decision-makers 
to make an informed decision. This construction schedule represents the best available 
information at the time of writing the EIR and makes a good faith effort to fully disclose 
potential impacts associated with all aspects of construction. Also see response to comment 3-7.   
 
Response Q11-22: The comment asks about project LOS impacts. See Master Response 3 for 
further discussion on Opening Year operations and Master Response 5 for further discussion on 
Cumulative traffic operations.  It is correct that delays at intersections are increasing over time. 
The increase in delays are attributable to planned development identified in the General Plan and 
would occur regardless if the project was built or not. The proper comparison to identify the 
project benefits is to compare the Year 2020 With Project analysis results against the Year 2020 
No Project analysis results. Similarly, comparing the Cumulative With Project analysis results 
against the Cumulative No Project analysis results identifies the changes in the future that would 
be expected with and without the project.  

Response Q11-23: The comment inquires about the GHG calculation and the assumptions 
included in the DEIR.  See response 3-7.  

Response Q11-24: The comment is requesting additional clarification about how to verify 
impacts associated with mitigation measures in final bridge design.  As noted in Section 4.7 of 
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the DEIR, the final bridge design would be required to comply with NPDES General 
Construction Permit, the City of Petaluma Grading Ordinance, the County’s SUSMP, and the 
City’s NPDES Phase II Permit.  A design that does not meet these requirements would not be 
permitted and would not be built.  
 
Response Q11-25: The comment inquires about LOS changes at the northbound ramps at East 
Washington. LOS C is considered an acceptable service level based on the policies presented in 
the General Plan.  Project mitigation is not warranted at this location. 

Response Q11-26: The commenter inquires about level of service tradeoffs. See Master 
Response 2 for discussion on establishing the baseline for this study. See Master Response 4 for 
discussion on consistency with the General Plan and weighing the benefits of pedestrian, bicycle, 
and transit access versus vehicle traffic to better understand the trade-offs. This study follows the 
guidance presented in the General Plan in evaluating all modes of travel including the use of 
LOS for purposes of determining vehicle operations. 

Response Q11-27: The commenter inquires about project impacts at East Washington, similar to 
the tradeoffs question posed in Q11-26; please refer to that response.  

Response Q11-29: The commenter inquires about adding a bus only lane to accommodate bus 
access.  Please see response to comment 3-17.  

Response Q11-31: The commenter is requesting that Alternative B be further considered even 
though it would make it more difficult for the City to meet its regional housing needs. See 
Response 7-35. 

Response Q11-32: The commenter asks about which land uses might be prohibited with 
Alternative B (4-lanes with no access to parcels). No land uses would be prohibited from being 
developed, that do not already lack access under the No Project conditions. The project would 
not create any situation that a parcel does not have access to a road, that already does not have 
access under existing conditions. Parcels adjacent to the proposed alignment could gain new 
access under the proposed project (and would not under Alternative B), but beyond the 
immediately adjacent parcels access would depend on whether a developer created a new road 
that would allow connections by other parcels, and that scenario would be a speculative estimate. 
Section 4.8 in the DEIR describes land uses in the area and the project description identifies the 
locations where room is provided for turning lanes for the proposed project, but identifying 
parcels that would remain “land locked” in the future if the turning lanes are not provided 
(Alternative B) is beyond the scope of this EIR.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MADE AT THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING, 
SEPTEMBER 8, 2014 
Commenters include: Wayne Leach, John Chaney, David Keller, Council Member Barrett, 
Council Member Miller 

Note: Some comments were responded to during the testimony. Where this 
occurred, the comment is labeled Q11-1, Q11-2, etc., and the subsequent response 
following the comment is labeled a corresponding A11-1, A11-2, etc. The responses 
to comments that follows the testimony addresses all remaining comments that were 
not adequately addressed in the testimony. 

Response Q12-6: The comment requests additional project description to describe how future 
connections to nearby parcels would be made in the future. Please see Response 10-1 above. 

Response Q12-7: The comment requests a discussion of the city park and rail transit node 
described in the 2025 General Plan. Please see Response 10-2 above. 

Response Q12-8: The comment requests a discussion of the cost of acquiring a sufficient right-
of-way for the project.  Please see Response 10-3 above. 

Response Q12-9: The comment requests a discussion of the impacts associated with dedicating 
the need of right-of-way in lieu of development fees or traffic impact fees. Please see Response 
10-3 above. 

Response Q12-10: The comment requests a discussion of the developer-dependent program 
identified in the Staff report. Please see Response 10-3 above. 

Response Q12-11: The comment requests that the DEIR address areas outside of the floodplain 
where fill would occur as a result of the project. While this is useful information, it is not part of 
the City of Petaluma Floodway and Floodplain District Ordinance as long as it is not going into 
waterways covered by sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act.  The EIR is used for 
determining the potential impacts to the environment caused by the project.  A description of fill 
outside the floodplain that is not in waterways covered by Section 404 and 401 is beyond the 
scope of this EIR.  

Response Q12-12: The comment requests that the EIR document how the project would not 
contribute to flooding in the area. Section 4.7 of the DEIR describes the impacts of building the 
bridge in the floodplain and describes the mitigations used to limit the project’s potential 
flooding impacts to less than significant levels.  

Response Q12-13: The commenter notes that the traffic calculations did not include the 
cumulative development enabled and induced by this project. The cumulative impacts analysis 
does consider the traffic generated by all potential development as envisioned under the city’s 
General Plan. Please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response Q12-14: The comment notes the EIR did not take into account traffic from induced 
projects. Please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response Q12-15: The comment notes the EIR fails to locate, identify and account for and 
address, analyze, or mitigate any of the connections to the roadway that would happen to provide 
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access to developable parcels. Future access roadways are not currently proposed nor are they 
analyzed as part of the DEIR. However, the alignment of the Rainier Avenue roadway carefully 
considered future possible connect points and was designed so as to not preclude possible future 
access roads or connects. Please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response Q12-16: The comment notes the document does not discuss downstream flooding.  
Section 4.7.3.4 notes the project would not change the downstream flood elevations. As such, no 
change is needed. 

Response Q12-17: The comment asks how many additional acres of asphalt the project would 
use to provide access on Shasta to the additional properties that will be developed. Since the 
connections to future properties are not part of the project description, this detail is beyond the 
scope of the EIR.   

Response Q12-18: The comment notes that the DEIR does not include cumulative impacts of all 
of the development [that could connect to the project].  This is incorrect; the cumulative impacts 
analysis assumes full buildout of the remaining development potential as identified in the 
General Plan. Please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis.  

Response Q12-19: The comment notes there are a number of mitigations being developed later 
such as biological, hydraulic, and hydrologic, which is not permissible under CEQA. CEQA 
requires that “formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time” 
(15126.4(a)(1)(B)).  However, the mitigations to purchase mitigation credits for impacts to 
riparian habitat and the mitigation to further study hydraulics during final design are not deferred 
mitigations. The potentially significant impacts have been identified and mitigation measures 
have been provided that would avoid, reduce or offset impacts to levels below significance. They 
are committed mitigation measures that must be undertaken as part of the approval of the project. 
The City would be bound to the specific steps outlined in each mitigation.  

Response Q12-20: The comment notes the DEIR does not recognize the gravity of building in 
the floodplain above the flood project. This is incorrect, an analysis of floodplain impacts was 
completed and included in section 4.7.3.4 of the DEIR.  

Response Q12-21: The comment asks what is the impact of flooding for the full build-out 
enabled by the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Analysis. 

Response Q12-22: The comment requests additional information be added to show where the 
construction staging area and access roads will be. Please note section 3.3.4.5 describes that the 
construction staging areas would be located within the plan line.  

Response Q12-23: The comment notes that retaining walls should not be put in the floodplain. 
As noted on Figure 3-3, the retaining walls would be a feature of the new bridge and would not 
impact flooding. Figure 3.3 was modified to exclude the retaining walls. 

Response Q12-24: The comment notes that there should be a more detailed discussion of 
Alternative B because it is a superior alternative.  See Response 7-35. 

Response Q12-25: The comment inquires about the project construction window.  See Response 
3-1.  
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Response Q12-26: The comment inquires about project objective to alleviate traffic.  See Master 
Response 5.  

Response Q12-32: The comment requests additional clarity be added to the floodplain issue in 
the FEIR. Please see Master Response 7: Flooding. 
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3. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
The following corrections have been made to the Rainier Avenue Cross-Town Connector Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) in response to the comments received during the public 
review period. Changes to the DEIR are listed by Section and page number. Additions to the 
DEIR are identified by underlined text and deletions to the DEIR are identified by strikethrough 
text. In addition, all applicable Section 4 (Environmental Impact Analysis) impact and mitigation 
measure revisions reflected below are hereby incorporated into Section 2 (Summary), Table 2-1 
(Summary of Environmental Impacts & Mitigation Measures, of the DEIR). 

3.1 COVER 
There are no changes to this page. 

3.2 TITLE PAGE 
There are no changes to this page. 

3.3 SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION 
There is no change to this section. 

3.4 SECTION 2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Page 2-8 “The City of Petaluma will mitigate for impacts on riparian habitat. The final 
mitigation ratio will be determined during consultation with the resources agencies.” 

Page 2-30 The first column of “Impact CUMULATIVE TRANS-1” in Table 2-2 identifies 6 
intersections as operating at unacceptable levels of service under cumulative conditions. These 6 
intersections have unacceptable conditions under the No Project alternative only. With the 
Rainier Cross-Town Connector project, four of these intersections improve to acceptable levels 
of service (Old Redwood Highway/North McDowell Boulevard, Petaluma Boulevard 
North/Corona Road (Skillman Lane), East Washington Street/North McDowell Boulevard, and 
East Washington Street/Payran Street). One intersection, the East Washington Street/Highway 
101 Southbound Ramps, remains at LOS E but has a 17% reduction in volume with the proposed 
project and is not considered a significant impact. One remaining intersection, Rainier 
Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North, would be constructed with the project and would operate at 
LOS E or F with the project without mitigation. Mitigation is proposed to reduce this impact to 
less than significant. The corrected version of Table 2-2 for CUMULATIVE TRANS-1 is copied 
below. 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures (DEIR page 2-30) 

Significant Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 
Level of Impact After 
Mitigation 

Transportation  

Impact CUMULATIVE TRANS-
1. Intersection Levels of Service 
(LOS) would operate at 
unacceptable LOS E and F during 
the AM and PM peak hour, 
respectively, under cumulative 
conditions.  
(•Old Redwood Highway/North 
McDowell Boulevard – LOS E 
during the PM peak hour 
•Petaluma Boulevard 
North/Corona Road (Skillman 
Lane) – LOS E during the AM and 
PM peak hours 
•East Washington Street/North 
McDowell Boulevard – LOS F 
during the AM and PM peak hours 
•East Washington Street/Highway 
101 Southbound Ramps – LOS F 
during the AM and PM peak hours 
•East Washington Street/Ellis 
Street – LOS F and E during the 
AM and PM peak hours, 
respectively 
•East Washington Street/Payran 
Street – LOS E during the PM peak 
hour) 
 

With the project in 2020, all 
intersections would operate at 
acceptable levels of service under 

Mitigation Measure CUMULATIVE TRANS-1: The extension of Rainier Avenue to 
Petaluma Boulevard North would have an impact on Petaluma Boulevard North. The exact 
location (intersection) of the impact would depend on the construction timing of the Shasta 
Avenue extension. At this time there are no design plans for the Shasta Avenue extension and 
its construction timing relative to the construction of the Rainier Avenue extension is also 
unknown.  
If Shasta Avenue extension is not constructed during the buildout of the General Plan then the 
project would need to provide the intersection configuration at the Petaluma Boulevard 
North/Rainier Avenue intersection described in Mitigation Measure TRANS-9 in Section 4.12. 
This intersection configuration would result in acceptable LOS C and LOS D in the AM and 
PM peak hours, respectively. This would reduce the impact to less than significant. 
If the Shasta Avenue extension is constructed during the buildout of the General Plan then the 
project could potentially have an impact at the Petaluma Boulevard North/Sycamore Lane 
(Shasta Avenue) extension depending on the intersection configuration that is provided at the 
intersection as part of the Shasta Avenue extension. 
Restriping the existing westbound approach to Petaluma Boulevard North/Sycamore Lane 
(Shasta Avenue) to provide an exclusive left-turn lane and a shared left/through/right-turn lane 
plus an exclusive northbound right-turn lane would improve the intersection to LOS C in the 
PM peak hour. However, this additional right-turn lane would cause the pedestrian crossing 
distance to increase which would cause a secondary impact to pedestrians according to criteria 
set forth in the Petaluma General Plan. In order to reduce impacts to pedestrians resulting from 
increased crossing distances, a median refuge (at least five feet wide) should be installed for 
pedestrians crossing the south leg of Petaluma Boulevard. 
The Shasta Avenue extension project would be required to go through the City approval and 
CEQA documentation process to identify its impacts and mitigations prior to its construction. 
Presumably, it would identify the need to improve the Petaluma Boulevard North/Sycamore 
Lane (Shasta Avenue) intersection. 

LTS 
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cumulative conditions with the 
project except: 

•East Washington Street/Highway 
101 Southbound Ramps – LOS E 
during the AM peak hour.  The 
project would reduce volumes at 
this intersection by 17 percent in 
the AM hour and the project’s 
impact on this intersection was 
therefore considered not 
significant.  

•Rainier Avenue/Petaluma 
Boulevard North (without Shasta 
Avenue Extension – LOS E  and F 
during the AM and PM peak hours, 
respectively 

•Petaluma Boulevard 
North/Sycamore Lane (Shasta 
Avenue) – LOS F during the PM 
peak hour 
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3.4.1 Section 3 Project Description 
Page 3-1 “In January 2010, the City of Petaluma City Council separated the interchange and 
cross-town connector into two independent but concurrent elements to allow coordination of the 
cross-town connector with the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) Marin Sonoma 
Narrows (MSN) C2 project that will undertake mainline and ramp improvements along Highway 
101 from just south of Caulfield Lane to just south of Old Redwood Highway. The interchange 
project was suspended at that time until future analysis and consideration by the City of 
Petaluma City Council.”  

Page 3-3 “The MSN C2 project has been designed and the Record of Decision was published on 
December 4, 2013 in October 2009.”  

Page 3-3 “Therefore, the project is needed to mitigate traffic impacts that would occur under full 
build-out of the General Plan and would need to be constructed as full build-out occurs.”  

“Therefore, the project is one of several projects that would be needed to address traffic impacts 
presented under full build out in the Petaluma General Plan” 

Page 3-8 Figure 3.3 was modified to remove the retaining wall.  
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Figure 3.3 Construction Limits  
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Page 3-11 “These facilities would be modified later when if a Rainier Avenue/Highway 101 
interchange is constructed.” 

Page 3-19 “Existing sanitary sewer systems and a 33-inch aqueduct lie within the NWP/SMART 
corridor.” 

Page 3-21     Table 3-3. Potential Permits and Approvals 

Lead Agency Permit/Approval 
Local 
City of Petaluma • Grading Permit 

• Street Encroachment Permit 
State Agencies 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) 

• Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
• Incidental Take Permit 
• Review and comment on wetlands impacts and sensitive species 

California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) 

• National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit 

• Section 401 certification for water quality 
California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

• Encroachment Permit (If needed) 
• Maintenance Agreement to establish the roles and responsibilities 

for maintaining the Rainier Avenue undercrossing 
California Public Utilities Commission • Approval of Formal Application for bridge crossing over 

SMART corridor 
Federal Agencies 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) • Section 404 permit for fill activities 

• Wetland Delineation Approval 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

• Consultation with USFWS and NMFS regarding fish and wildlife 
resource impacts 

 

3.5 SECTION 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

3.5.1 Section 4.1 Aesthetics 
Page 4.1-2 “With the exception of Highway 101 and the Northwestern Pacific Railroad (NWP) 
SMART rail tracks, the project site’s location is undeveloped. The area of the proposed 
Rainier/101 undercrossing is developed as a transportation corridor (Highway 101), while the 
area to the west of Highway 101 and the Petaluma River includes the SMART rail tracks for the 
NWP, which is proposed for development of the SMART rail project.” 

Page 4.1-4 “Visible structures within the project site include Highway 101, the NWPSMART 
tracks and at-grade bridge crossing of the Petaluma River, and electrical housing units for a 
water pump station near North McDowell Boulevard.” 
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3.5.2 Section 4.2 Air Quality 
Page 4.2-1 “The project site lies within the City of Petaluma in the adjacent to the southern 
portion of Sonoma Petaluma Valley, approximately 11 miles north of the San Pablo Bay.  The 
Sonoma Valley that stretches from Santa Rosa to the San Pablo Bay is known as the Cotati 
Valley at the north end and the Petaluma Valley at the south end. The Petaluma Valley refers to 
the southern portion of the valley that stretches from Santa Rosa to the San Pablo Bay; the 
northern portion of this valley is known as the Cotati Valley. To the east, Petaluma Valley is 
bordered by the Sonoma Mountains, with the San Pablo Bay at the southeast end of the valley.”  

“The air pollution potential of the Petaluma Sonoma Valley is generally low due to its link to the 
Petaluma Gap and its low population density, but could be high under stagnant morning 
conditions or during eastern or southeastern wind patterns bringing pollution from the Carquinez 
Strait Region and the Central Valley. if there were significant sources of pollution nearby.”  

3.5.3 Section 4.3 Biological Resources 
Page 4.3-19 “New plantings shall be monitored by an approved qualified biologist or 
horticulturalist annually for 3 5 years, or until the banks are adequately revegetated to prevent 
erosion and sedimentation at these areas and ground cover is equivalent to pre-project 
conditions.” 

Page 4.3-21 “The City of Petaluma shall mitigate for impacts on riparian habitat at a 1:1 ratio or 
as deemed appropriate by the regulatory agencies. The final mitigation ratio will be determined 
during consultation with the resources agencies. The City Shall first seek to provide mitigation 
onsite proximate to the River, then within other nearby areas of the watershed, and as a final 
option through offsite means via an approved mitigation bank.” 

3.5.4 Section 4.5 Geology and Soils 
Page 4.5-1 “Elevations in the City of Petaluma range from sea level to approximately 2,295 over 
50 feet above mean sea level.”  

3.5.5 Section 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Page 4.7-3 “A portion of the project site is located within the Petaluma River’s 100-year 
floodplain as indicated by Figure 3-3 4.7-2.” 

3.5.6 Section 4.8 Land Use and Planning Policy 
Page 4.8-1 “Measure I ensures that urban development and provision of city water and sewer 
services are contained within the UGB through December 31, 20182025.” 

Page 4.8-2 “Only three parcels contain any development—APN 007-380-002, which is 
developed with a small, City owned pump station, APN 048-142-016, which is developed with 
the Northwestern Pacific Railroad (NWP)/Sonoma Marin Area Rapid Rail Transit (SMART) 
tracks, and the State owned and developed Highway101 right-of-way.” 

Page 4.8-12 Table 4.8-1 “NWP/SMART corridor” 
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3.5.7 Section 4.11 Public Services and Utilities  
Page 4.11-2 “A 33-inch aqueduct lies within the NWP/SMART corridor.” 

3.5.8 Section 4.12 Transportation  
Page 4.12-11 Footnote added “The following PeMS Vehicle Detection Stations and Traffic 
Census Stations were used to collect data for the mainline traffic analysis: 402631, 402632, 
402642, 42831, 42822, 42833, 42822, 42819, and 42815. Counts are from dates with 100 percent 
observed volumes, between 2010 and 2012.” 

Page 4.12-16 “There is no current passenger or freight rail service in the study area. Freight 
service on a Northwestern Pacific Railroad line owned by SMART is currently running in the 
project area operated until 2001.” 

Page 4.12-20 “There is no current passenger or freight rail service in the study area. Freight 
service on a Northwestern Pacific Railroad line owned by SMART is currently running in the 
project area operated until 2001.”  

Page 4.12-22 “The LOS traffic analysis in this section uses a dual baseline approach. That  is, 
tThe project’s LOS traffic impacts are evaluated both against existing conditions and against 
background (i.e., No Project) conditions as they are expected to be in 2020 (Opening Year) and 
at the time of the General Plan Buildout (Cumulative Year). This section presents the Opening 
Year evaluation. The Cumulative Year analysis is presented in Section 56.” 

Page 4.12-23 “Opening Year No Project Forecasts. Linear interpolation between existing and 
Cumulative No Project forecasts was used to develop Opening Year No Project forecasts. This 
approach accounts for partial build-out of the Petaluma General Plan, including reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the Project such as Sid Commons and Petaluma Outlet 
Mall Expansion. Access to these sites would be provided through other nearby roadways such as 
Graylawn Avenue, Burlington Drive, and the existing Petaluma Outlet Mall without the Rainier 
Avenue Extension in place.” 

Page 4.12-35 “The construction management plan shall be submitted to Caltrans for review and 
approval prior to commencing construction. Implementation of mitigation measure TRANS-2 
would reduce the…” 

Page 4.12-39 “The new project intersection at Petaluma Boulevard North/Rainier Avenue 
includes the following lane geometries: 

• Northbound Approach –Two through lanes and one right-turn lane 

• Southbound Approach - Two through lanes and one left-turn lane 

• Westbound Approach - One left-turn lane and one right turn lane 
Without the project, traffic flow is uninterrupted at the location of this proposed intersection, and 
would remain uninterrupted in the future study years without the project. Consequently, Table 
4.12-10 does not list a level of service for the existing or No Build condition. For purposes of 
comparison to the project, the existing and No Build could be considered “acceptable.”  This 
intersection was forecasted to operate at unacceptable LOS F during the PM peak hour under 
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Opening Year conditions. This would be a significant impact since the level of service standard 
for this intersection is D.  

Page 4.12-37 and 38 Table 4.12-10 was updated to insert the existing (2010) and future year 
(2020) dates used in the study: 

Table 4.12-10. Opening Year (2020) Intersection Operating Conditions 

Int 
ID Intersection 

Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing (2012) 
No Project 

(2020) 
With Project 

(2020) 

Delay2 LOS Delay2 LOS Delay2 LOS 

1 Old Redwood Highway/North 
McDowell Boulevard Signal AM 

PM 
31 
55 

C 
D3 

31 
48 

C 
D 

30 
32 

C 
C 

2 
Old Redwood Highway/ 
Highway 101 Northbound 
Ramps 

Signal AM 
PM 

12 
12 

B 
B 

<10 
13 

A 
B 

<10 
12 

A 
B 

3 
Old Redwood Highway/ 
Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps 

Signal AM 
PM 

21 
25 

C 
C 

17 
20 

B 
B4 

18 
13 

B 
B 

4 
Old Redwood Highway/Stony 
Point Road(Industrial 
Avenue) 

Signal AM 
PM 

28 
32 

C 
C 

46 
34 

D 
C 

50 
32 

D 
C 

5 Corona Road/North 
McDowell Boulevard Signal AM 

PM 
37 
42 

D 
D 

40 
39 

D 
D 

35 
35 

C5 
D 

6 
Petaluma Boulevard 
North/Corona Road (Skillman 
Lane) 

Signal AM 
PM 

39 
36 

D 
D 

55 
72 

E 
E 

44 
47 

D 
D 

7 Rainier Avenue/North 
McDowell Boulevard6 Signal AM 

PM 
10 

<10 
B 
A 

11 
<10 

B 
A 

33 
44 

C 
D 

8 Rainier Avenue/Petaluma 
Boulevard North6 Signal AM 

PM 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 

40 
>80 

D 
F 

9 
Petaluma Boulevard North 
/Sycamore Lane(Shasta 
Avenue) 

Signal AM 
PM 

<10 
<10 

A 
A 

<10 
<10 

A 
A 

<10 
16 

A 
B 

10 
Petaluma Boulevard 
North/Magnolia Avenue 
(Payran Street) 

Signal AM 
PM 

19 
20 

B 
C 

21 
28 

C 
C 

27 
42 

C 
D 

11 East Washington 
Street/McDowell Boulevard Signal AM 

PM 
38 
54 

D 
D 

>80 
>80 

F 
F 

44 
43 

D 
D 

12 
East Washington Street/ 
Highway 101 Northbound 
Ramps 

Signal AM 
PM 

11 
17 

B 
B 

23 
11 

C 
B 

<10 
24 

A 
C 

13 
East Washington Street/ 
Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps 

Signal AM 
PM 

41 
28 

D 
C 

>80 
51 

F 
D 

49 
32 

D 
C 

14 East Washington Street/ Ellis 
Street Signal AM 

PM 
20 

<10 
C 
A 

55 
37 

D 
D 

26 
24 

C 
C 
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Table 4.12-10. Opening Year (2020) Intersection Operating Conditions 

Int 
ID Intersection 

Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing (2012) 
No Project 

(2020) 
With Project 

(2020) 

Delay2 LOS Delay2 LOS Delay2 LOS 

15 East Washington Street 
/Payran Street Signal AM 

PM 
20 
26 

B4 
C 

33 
48 

C 
D 

24 
30 

C 
C 

16 East Washington 
Street/Lakeville Street Signal AM 

PM 
23 
28 

C 
C 

29 
49 

C 
D 

24 
31 

C 
C 

Notes: BOLD indicates unacceptable conditions.  
1. Existing represents 2010 (traffic counts were used to verify 2008 data), and future Opening Year is considered 2020. 
2. Delay is in average delay per vehicle at signalized intersections in seconds. 
3. This intersection operates below the threshold for LOS E of 55.1 seconds of delay. 
4. This intersection operates below the threshold for LOS B of 20.1 seconds of delay. 
5. This intersection operates below the threshold for LOS D of 35.1 seconds of delay. 
6. Intersection constructed or modified as part of the project. The existing intersection of Rainier Avenue/North McDowell 

Boulevard would change from a three-way to a four-way intersection with the Project. Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard 
North would be a new intersection. 

Source: Fehr & Peers July 2013. 
 
Page 4.12-39 “The project would relieve some of the traffic growth and congestion on Corona 
Road and East Washington Street by providing an additional separated grade crossing of 
Highway 101. With the project, all three intersections operating unacceptably in Opening Year 
would improve to an acceptable LOS D or better. 

3.6 SECTION 5 ALTERNATIVES 

3.6.1 Section 5.3 Project Objectives 
Page 5-2 “Facilitate opportunities for Not preclude future connections from adjacent parcels 
along the roadway.” 

3.7 SECTION 6 CEQA-REQUIRED CONCLUSIONS 
There is no change to this section. 

3.8 SECTION 7 REPORT PREPARATION 
There is no change to this section. 

3.9 SECTION 8 REFERENCES 
There is no change to this section. 
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4. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to adopt a “reporting or 
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, 
adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program [MMRP], §15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides 
additional direction on mitigation monitoring or reporting).  The City of Petaluma is the Lead 
Agency and the project sponsor for the Rainier Cross-Town Connector project and is therefore 
responsible for enforcing and monitoring most of the mitigation measures in this mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program.   

The DEIR was prepared to address the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  
Where appropriate, this document identified project design features or recommended mitigation 
measures to avoid or to mitigate identified potential impacts to a level where no significant 
impact on the environment would occur.  This MMRP is designed to monitor implementation of 
the mitigation measures identified for the project in the DEIR.   

The MMRP for the Rainier Cross-Town Connector project will be in place throughout all phases 
of the project.  The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures 
unless otherwise noted.   
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Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact AQ-8: Construction of the 
project would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations that could result in 
cancer and noncancer risks. 

Mitigation Measure AQ/GHG-8: All diesel fueled off-road 
construction equipment shall achieve an 8 percent reduction in 
diesel particulate matter emissions compared to Tier 2 engines. 
Acceptable options for reducing emissions to these levels include 
the use of late model engines, low-emission diesel products, 
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment 
products, add-on devices such as particulate filters, and/or other 
options as such become available. 

With mitigation, the impact on the resident can be reduced to 9.8 in 
one million, which is less than the BAAQMD’s significance 
threshold of 10 in one million. Therefore the impact on sensitive 
receptors would be less than significant after mitigation. 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Prior to issuance of 
construction  permits 
and during 
construction 

Biological Resources 

Impact BIO-3: The project would 
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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1 to BIO-3, BIO-7, and BIO-8 
would be required. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: In order to reduce potential 
construction related impacts on riparian habitat associated with the 
Petaluma River, the City of Petaluma shall implement the 
following measures: 

1. Construction activities adjacent to the channel of the 
Petaluma River (specifically, in the coast live oak riparian 
woodland depicted on Figure 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR) shall 
be conducted during the dry season (June 15 through 
October 15) to minimize the release of sediment into the 
Petaluma River. 

2. Disturbance to existing vegetation shall be limited to the 
project site. 

3. Equipment parking, construction access, supply logistics, 
equipment maintenance, and other construction-related 
activities shall take place within the designated 
construction staging area.  

4. The amount of disturbance within the project site shall be 
minimized to the extent necessary to accomplish the 
proposed project. Topsoil shall be removed, stockpiled, 

Construction 
Contractor 

Pre-construction 

Construction 

Post-construction 

 

Monitoring for new 
plantings annually for 
5 years, or until the 
banks are adequately 
revegetated to prevent 
erosion and 
sedimentation at these 
areas  
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Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

covered, and encircled with silt fencing to prevent loss or 
movement of the soil into the Petaluma River. All 
disturbed soils shall undergo erosion control treatment 
prior to the rainy season and after construction is 
terminated. Treatment typically includes temporary 
seeding with native species and sterile straw mulch. All 
topsoil shall be replaced in a manner as close as possible 
to pre-disturbance conditions. 

5. Where practicable, all temporarily disturbed areas shall be 
restored to preconstruction conditions. Temporarily 
impacted areas shall be revegetated with an appropriate 
assemblage of native riparian and upland vegetation 
suitable for the area. New plantings shall be monitored by 
an approved qualified biologist or horticulturalist annually 
for 5 years, or until the banks are adequately revegetated 
to prevent erosion and sedimentation at these areas and 
ground cover is equivalent to pre-project conditions. 
Monitoring in a given area may conclude early if 
adequate ground vegetation coverage has been met for 
two consecutive years. Additional plantings shall be 
implemented if adequate vegetation cover is not attained. 
When practicable, invasive exotic plants shall be removed 
from the project site.  

6. All construction material, wastes, debris, sediment, 
rubbish, vegetation, trash, fencing, etc. shall be removed 
from the site once the project is completed and 
transported to an authorized disposal area per all federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: The City of Petaluma shall 
implement the following measures during construction to minimize 
possible discharge of sediment and pollutants into the Petaluma 
River: 

1. Install and maintain silt fences immediately downstream 
of disturbed areas and install and maintain erosion control 
blankets on all disturbed ground. Project proponents shall 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Pre-Construction 

Construction 



City of Petaluma  May 2015 

Rainier Cross-Town Connector 4. MMRP 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page 4-4 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

ensure that sediment-control devices are installed and 
maintained correctly. The devices shall be inspected 
frequently (e.g., daily) to ensure they are functioning 
properly. Controls shall be immediately repaired or 
replaced or additional controls shall be installed as 
necessary. Sediment that is captured in these controls may 
be disposed of on-site in an appropriate approved area, or 
off-site at an approved disposal site. 

2. Divert concentrated runoff around equipment, vehicles, 
and materials storage areas.  

3. Minimize the amount of construction materials stored on-
site. Soil materials stockpiled at the site must be covered 
with plastic sheeting at the end of each workday until 
permanently protected with rock ballast materials.  

4. Designate areas of the site for the delivery and removal of 
construction materials.  

5. Store materials in a manner that limits exposure to 
precipitation and controls storm-water runoff.  

6. Handle construction materials (e.g., concrete) in a manner 
that prevents direct discharges into the Petaluma River. 
The discharge or creation of potential discharge, of any 
soil material including concrete, cement, silts, clay, sand, 
or any other materials to the waters of the State is 
prohibited.  

7. Provide pallets or secondary containment areas for 
chemicals, drums, or bagged materials. If material spills 
occur, materials and/or contaminants shall be cleaned 
from the project site and recycled or disposed. 

8. Cover waste dumpsters with plastic sheeting at the end of 
each workday and during storm events. All sheeting shall 
be carefully secured to withstand weather conditions. 

9. Train onsite personnel in spill prevention practices, and 
provide spill containment materials near all storage areas. 
All contractors are responsible for familiarizing their 
personnel with the information contained in the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  



City of Petaluma  May 2015 

Rainier Cross-Town Connector 4. MMRP 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page 4-5 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

10. Sprinkle water on earth fill and disturbed ground surfaces 
as necessary to minimize wind-blown dust. 

11. Maintain all construction equipment to prevent oil or fluid 
leaks.  

12. Use drip pans or other secondary containment measures 
beneath vehicles during storage. 

13. Regularly inspect all equipment and vehicles for fluid 
leaks. 

14. Place wastes (e.g., grease, oil or oil filters, antifreeze, 
cleaning solutions, batteries, and hydraulic or 
transmission fluid) in proper containers, store the 
containers in a designated storage areas, and ultimately 
recycle the materials. 

15. Fuel and service vehicles and equipment that are used 
during the course of the proposed project in a “safe” area 
(i.e., outside of sensitive habitats).  

16. Wash vehicles and equipment off-site. 
17. Treat water containing mud, silt, concrete, etc. from 

construction activities by filtration, retention in a settling 
pond, or other means off-site. Fresh cement or concrete 
shall not be allowed to enter flowing water of streams. 
Collect construction pollutants and transport them to an 
authorized disposal area as appropriate and per all federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations. 

18. Store all hazardous material in properly designated 
containers in a storage area with an impermeable 
membrane between the ground and the hazardous 
material. Encircle the storage area by straw waddles to 
prevent the discharge of pollutants to ground water or 
runoff into federal species habitats. Ensure that a plan for 
the emergency cleanup of any hazardous material is 
available on-site. Ensure adequate materials for spill 
cleanup are also available on-site. 

19. Spill prevention and control BMPs shall be implemented 
throughout construction activities. Spills, leaks, and other 
problems of a similar nature shall be resolved 
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Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

immediately to prevent unnecessary impacts. Workers 
shall be trained in techniques to reduce the chance for 
spills, contain and clean up spills, and properly dispose of 
spilled materials for the potential pollutants that are 
relevant to each contractor or subcontractor activity. 
Where applicable, materials shall be stored in covered 
containers to minimize the chance for spills. A plan for 
the emergency cleanup of any spills of fuel or other 
material shall be available on-site. Adequate materials for 
spill cleanup shall be maintained on-site and readily 
available to the employees of each contractor or 
subcontractor for immediate response should a spill occur 
on-site. Following the completion of project construction, 
materials storage areas shall be cleared of all 
construction-related debris. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: The City of Petaluma shall mitigate 
for impacts on riparian habitat at a 1:1 ratio or as deemed 
appropriate by the regulatory agencies. The final mitigation ratio 
will be determined during consultation with the resources agencies. 
The City Shall first seek to provide mitigation onsite proximate to 
the River, then within other nearby areas of the watershed, and as a 
final option through offsite means via an approved mitigation 
bank. 

City of Petaluma 

Post-construction 

 

Monitoring required 
consistent with any 
permit requirements  

Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Prior to construction, a qualified 
arborist shall determine which trees need to be removed and 
whether they are protected. For all trees removed, the City of 
Petaluma shall require replacement trees at the following ratios: 

o All protected trees, determined by the project arborist to 
be in good or excellent health, and/or with moderate to 
good structure, shall be replaced on a one-to-one trunk 
diameter basis. (Example: A 24-inch protected tree in 
good or excellent condition must be replaced with new 
trees totaling 24 inches in trunk diameters.) 

o All protected trees, determined by the project arborist to 

City of Petaluma 

Pre-construction  

Construction  

Post-Construction 
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Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

have fair or marginal health, and/or with marginal 
structure, shall be replaced on a two-to-one trunk 
diameter basis. (Example: A 24-inch protected tree in 
fair-to-marginal condition must be replaced with new 
trees totaling 12 inches in trunk diameter. 

o All protected trees, determined by the project arborist to 
have poor health or structure, are not required to be 
replaced. 

If replacement trees cannot be planted within the project 
boundaries, the City shall find suitable off-site location(s) for the 
required trees. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8: The City of Petaluma shall prepare a 
replanting plan that shall identify where, how many, and what 
types of trees shall be replanted. The replanting site shall be 
monitored yearly and an annual report shall be sent to CDFW and 
USACE. At the end of the five-year monitoring period, the site 
shall be considered successful if at least 75 percent of the tree 
plantings survive. 

City of Petaluma 

Pre-Construction,  

Post-Construction 

Monitor site yearly for 
five years  

Impact BIO-4: The project would 
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.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 to BIO-3 would be required.   

Impact BIO-5: The project would 
have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or indirectly through 
habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or 

Amphibians  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-4 would be required. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: The City of Petaluma shall 
implement the following measures to avoid and minimize potential 
impact and disturbance of the California red-legged frog and 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Pre-Construction 

Construction 
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Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

Western pond turtle: 

1. Construction activities adjacent to the Petaluma River 
(Figure 4.3-4) shall be conducted during the dry season 
(June 15 through October 15) as practicable.  

2. A qualified USFWS-approved biologist shall conduct 
preconstruction surveys of all ground disturbance areas 
within suitable habitats in the project site to determine if 
California red-legged frogs and Western pond turtles are 
present prior to the start of construction. These surveys 
shall be conducted within 48 hours prior to the initiation 
of construction activities in habitats where these species 
have the potential to occur. 

Preconstruction surveys to detect western pond turtles should focus 
on suitable aerial and aquatic basking habitat such as logs, 
branches, rootwads, and riprap, as well as the shoreline and 
adjacent warm, shallow waters where pond turtles may be present 
below the water surface beneath algal mats or other surface 
vegetation. Where feasible, preconstruction surveys to detect 
western pond turtle nesting activity should be concentrated within 
0.25 mile of suitable aquatic habitat and should focus on areas 
along south- or west-facing slopes with bare hard-packed clay or 
silt soils or a sparse vegetation of short grasses or forbs. If western 
pond turtles or their nesting sites are found, the biologist shall 
contact the CDFW to determine whether relocation and/or 
exclusion buffers and nest enclosures are appropriate. If the CDFW 
approves of moving the animal, the biologist shall be allowed 
sufficient time to move the western pond turtle(s) from the work 
site before work activities begin. 

3. Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct 
training sessions to familiarize all construction personnel 
with the following: identification of California red-legged 
frog and their habitat, Western pond turtle and their 
habitat, general provisions and protections afforded by the 
Endangered Species Act, measures implemented to 
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Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 

Time 
Frame/Monitoring 

Milestone 

protect the species, and a review of project site 
boundaries. 

4. A USFWS-approved biologist shall be present during 
construction activities that could result in harm to these 
species. The approved biologist shall have stop-work 
authority in the event that a California red-legged frog or 
Western pond turtle is found within the project site  

5. The project site shall be delineated with temporary high-
visibility orange-colored fence at least 4 feet in height, 
flagging, or other barriers. Signs shall be posted that 
clearly state that construction personnel and equipment 
shall not move outside of the marked area. The fencing 
shall be inspected by the USFWS-approved biologist and 
maintained daily until project completion. The fencing 
shall be removed only when all construction equipment is 
removed from the site. No construction activities shall 
take place outside the delineated project site. 

6. To avoid attracting predators, food-related trash shall be 
kept in closed containers and removed daily from the 
project site. 

7. At the end of each day, all construction-related holes or 
trenches deeper than 1 foot shall be covered to prevent 
entrapment of potential California red-legged frog. 

During the process of reviewing the USACE permit application, 
the USACE would determine if they need to enter into consultation 
with the USFWS for impacts on the federally listed California red-
legged frog. If consultation with the USFWS for the California 
red-legged frog is needed, the City of Petaluma would comply with 
all the terms and conditions required by the USFWS. 

Fish 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1, BIO-2 and BIO-5 would be required. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: The City of Petaluma shall 
implement the following measures avoid and minimize impact and 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Pre-Construction 

Construction 
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Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Monitoring 

Party 
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potential disturbance of the Central California Coast steelhead 
DPS, green sturgeon and Sacramento splittail.  

1. Construction activities, including pile driving, in the 
Petaluma River shall be conducted during the dry season 
(June 15 through October 15) to avoid interfering with 
adult spawning migrations or the outmigration of smolts.  

2. During construction of cofferdams and dewatering of the 
Petaluma River, a fish rescue effort would be conducted 
by qualified biologists in the isolated waters of the river, 
if necessary. 

3. Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct 
training sessions to familiarize all construction personnel 
with the following: identification of protected salmonids 
and their habitats, general provisions and protections 
afforded by the Endangered Species Act, measures 
implemented to protect the species, and a review of 
project site boundaries.  

Designated critical habitat for the Central California Coastal 
steelhead is present within the project site. Installation of the 
cofferdam and falsework would temporarily disturb but not modify 
the PCEs. Therefore this impact would be less than significant.  

The USACE would determine if they need to enter into 
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service for 
impacts on the federally listed Central California Costal Steelhead 
DPS and green sturgeon DPS. If consultation with the NMFS for 
the Central California Coast California steelhead DPS and green 
sturgeon DPS is needed, the City of Petaluma would comply with 
all the terms and conditions required by the NMFS. 

Birds 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would be required. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: The City of Petaluma shall 
implement the following measures to avoid and minimize impacts 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Pre-Construction 

Construction 
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on migratory birds and other nesting raptors: 

If construction is scheduled during the nesting season of migratory 
birds (February 1 through August 30) trees in the project site shall 
be surveyed for nesting migratory birds within the following 
buffers of the construction site: 

o 150 feet for nesting raptors 
o 500 feet for nesting passerines 

The surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the 
start of any ground disturbing activities. If an active nest is found 
prior to construction or during construction activities, the 
following measures would be implemented: 

A qualified biologist, in consultation with CDFW, shall determine 
the appropriate buffer size and delineate the buffer using ESA 
fencing, pin flags, and/or yellow-caution tape. A buffer zone shall 
be maintained around all active nest sites until the young have 
fledged and are foraging independently. In the event that an active 
nest is found after the completion of preconstruction surveys and 
after construction begins, all construction activities shall need to be 
stopped until a qualified biologist has evaluated the nest and 
erected the appropriate buffer around it. 

Impact BIO-6: The project would not 
conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 and BIO-8 would be required.   

Cultural Resources 

Impact CULT-2: The project would 
result in substantial adverse changes to 
a historic resource. 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: The City shall implement an 
archaeological data recovery program (ADRP) prior to the 
commencement of project construction. The City shall employ a 
professional archaeologist to conduct an ADRP. The professional 
archaeologist and the City of Petaluma shall meet and consult to 

City of Petaluma Pre-Construction 
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determine the scope of the ADRP.  

The archaeologist shall prepare a draft ADRP that would be 
submitted to City of Petaluma for review and approval. The ADRP 
would identify how the proposed data recovery program would 
preserve the significant information the archaeological resource is 
expected to contain (i.e., the ADRP would identify the 
scientific/historical research questions that are applicable to the 
expected resource, the data classes the resource is expected to 
possess, and how the expected data classes would address the 
applicable research questions). Data recovery, in general, shall be 
limited to the portions of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data 
recovery methods would not be applied to portions of the 
archaeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

Impact CULT-3: The project could 
adversely affect expected prehistoric 
site deposits. 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: To reduce potential impacts on 
prehistoric site deposits during construction, the City of Petaluma 
shall retain the services of a qualified archaeological consultant 
that has expertise in California prehistory to monitor ground-
disturbing activity within 200-feet of the top-of-bank on either side 
of the Petaluma River. The archeological monitor shall be present 
on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by the 
archeological consultant and the City. The schedule would take 
into account only those project construction activities that could 
have effects on significant archeological deposits. After 
considering the types of project activities and the probabilities of 
encountering a significant archaeological deposit, the City and the 
consulting archaeologist shall adjust the monitoring frequency 
accordingly or implement a cessation of the monitoring schedule 
altogether. 

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soil disturbing 
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The 
archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop work and 
temporarily redirect crews and heavy equipment until the deposit is 
evaluated. The archaeological monitor shall immediately notify the 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Construction 
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City of Petaluma of the encountered archaeological deposit. The 
archeological monitor shall, after making a reasonable effort to 
assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archaeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to 
the City.  

If the City of Petaluma, in consultation with the archeological 
monitor, determines that a significant archeological resource (i.e., 
an historical resource or unique archaeological resource) is present 
and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project, the City of Petaluma shall implement an ADRP as outlined 
in Mitigation Measure CULT-1 if avoidance of the archaeological 
deposit is not feasible. 

Impact CULT-4: The project could 
result in potentially significant impacts 
on unknown archaeological resources, 
including human remains. 

Mitigation Measure CULT-3: To limit the potential for 
significant impacts on  unknown archaeological resources, 
including human remains, the City of Petaluma shall include the 
following contract specifications for ground-disturbing activities, 
including excavation and grading:  

In the event of accidental discovery of cultural resources, such as 
structural features or unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, 
human remains, architectural remains (such as bricks or other 
foundation elements), or historic archaeological artifacts (such as 
antique glass bottles, ceramics, horseshoes, etc.), work would be 
suspended at that location and City of Petaluma staff would be 
contacted. A qualified cultural resource specialist would be 
retained and would perform any necessary investigations to 
determine the significance of the find. The City of Petaluma would 
then implement any mitigation deemed necessary for the 
recordation and/or protection of the cultural resources. In addition, 
pursuant to Sections 5097.97 and 5097.98 of the California Public 
Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and 
Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of human remains, all 
work shall be halted and the County Coroner shall be immediately 
notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, 
guidelines of the Native American Heritage Commission would be 

City of Petaluma 
Pre-Construction 

Construction  
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adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Impact CULT-5: The project could 
adversely affect unidentified 
paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure CULT-4: In the event of unanticipated 
paleontological discoveries, the City of Petaluma shall notify a 
qualified paleontologist who shall document the discovery as 
needed, evaluate the potential resource, and assess the significance 
of the find under the criteria set forth in the guidelines adopted by 
the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a breas, true, 
and/or trace fossil during construction, excavations within 100 feet 
of the find shall be temporarily halted or diverted until the 
discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist (per Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995). The paleontologist 
shall notify the appropriate agencies to determine procedures that 
would be followed before earthmoving or grading is allowed to 
resume at the location of the find. If the City determines that 
avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist shall prepare and 
recommend to the City an excavation plan for mitigating the effect 
of the project on the qualities that make the resource important, 
and such plan, if accepted by the City, shall be implemented. The 
plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval. 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Construction 
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Geology/Soils 

Impact GEO-5: The project could 
expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving seismic-related 
hazards: strong seismic ground 
shaking and ground failure, including 
liquefaction. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: The City of Petaluma, or its 
technical consultant, shall prepare a geotechnical investigation and 
report prior to completing project design. The report shall be 
prepared in accordance with Section 17.31.180 of the City’s 
Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance and shall include an 
adequate description of the geology of the site, and conclusions 
and recommendations regarding the effect of geologic conditions 
on the proposed project. The report shall include data regarding the 
nature, distribution and strength of existing soils, potential for 
ground shaking, liquefaction, subsidence, soil expansion, shallow 
groundwater, landslides, collapse, lateral spreading, and corrosive 
soils. The report shall include conclusions and recommendation for 
grading procedures and design criteria for corrective measures to 
limit the potential for the project to expose people to seismic-
related hazards including ground shaking and ground failure, and 
liquefaction as necessary (City of Petaluma 2012). In addition, 
project design and construction would conform with the current 
best standards for earthquake resistant construction in accordance 
with the California Building Code (Seismic Zone 4), and consistent 
with the City of Petaluma’s General Plan policy 10-P-1.D.  

The City shall implement all site-specific mitigation measures 
recommended in the geotechnical investigation prior to or during 
construction, as appropriate. Typical mitigation measures included 
in a Grading and Erosion Control Plan may include, but are not 
limited to: providing fill material quality, location, and compaction 
design requirements, overexcavating the existing soils, and/or 
providing specific grading requirements. 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

During Final Design 
Stage 

Pre-Construction  

Construction 

Impact GEO-6: The project would 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, 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would be required.   
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subsidence, liquefaction, collapse, or 
affect the stability of structures. 

Impact GEO-7: The project would be 
located on an expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code, creating 
substantial risks to life or property. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would be required.   

Hydrology & Water Quality 

Impact HYD-9: The project would 
place structures within a 100-year 
flood hazard area which would impede 
or redirect flood flows. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: The City shall prepare a hydraulic 
design study at later stages of project design that shall determine 
the project’s potential to alter the river’s flood flows at the bridge 
location and upstream and downstream of the bridge. The 
hydraulic design study shall utilize HEC-RAS or a similar 
hydraulic model to determine the bridge’s potential to increase the 
base flood water surface elevation within the regulatory floodway 
due to features that would be built in the floodway.  

The revised hydraulic analysis would be conducted to quantify the 
rise in base flood elevation in the floodway after compliance with 
the City’s no net fill policy. The quantity of fill placed within the 
Petaluma River’s 100-year floodplain would include any fill 
related to erosion/scour protection measures (rock protection), the 
bridge features (abutments, retaining walls, bents), and outfalls. 
The hydraulic design study would incorporate these changes and 
would also include design measures such as benching or widening 
the channel near the bridge crossing to maintain flood flow 
conveyance.  

Following final project design, including the design of measures to 
comply with the City’s floodway ordinance, the City would 
reevaluate the hydrologic and hydraulic effects of the project, 
particularly the bridge features, as part of the substantiation 
process required by the City’s ordinance. If this reevaluation 
determines that the project would still result in a base flood 
elevation increase in the regulatory floodway (even if the increase 

City of Petaluma 
During Final Project 
Design Stage 
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is minimal), the City would obtain a CLOMR for the project from 
FEMA, and request a NFIP map revision. 

Impact HYD-10: The project would 
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. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would be required.   

Transportation 

Impact TRANS-7: The project could 
increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible uses. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: To ensure that existing access for 
transit vehicles is provided into the Operations Facility, the City 
shall provide a driveway into the site from Rainier Avenue. This 
driveway shall be moved from its existing location to the far west 
side of the site to maximize the distance from the intersection of 
Rainier Avenue/North McDowell Boulevard. In addition, the 
project shall provide a break in the median and extend the turn 
pocket so that transit vehicles can turn left from eastbound Rainier 
Avenue into the Operations Facility. This break in the median shall 
be marked with a “No Left Turn Except for Buses” sign to ensure 
that no other vehicles use this break in the median to turn. 

City of Petaluma 
Pre-Construction 

Construction  

Impact TRANS-8: The project could 
cause substantial temporary 
construction traffic-related impacts. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2: The City of Petaluma Public 
Works Department or its contractor shall prepare a construction 
management plan. The plan shall include at least the following 
items: 

a. Development of a construction truck route that appears on 
all construction plans to limit truck and auto traffic on 
nearby streets. 

b. Comprehensive traffic control measures, including 
scheduling of major truck trips and deliveries to avoid 
peak hour traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane 
closure procedures if required, sidewalk closure 

City of Petaluma, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Pre-Construction 

Construction  

Post-Construction 
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procedures if required, cones for drivers, and designated 
construction access routes. 

c. Evaluate the need to provide flaggers or temporary traffic 
control at key intersections along the haul route.  

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

e. Location of construction staging areas for materials, 
equipment, and vehicles if there is insufficient staging 
area within the Project work zone. 

f. Identification of haul routes for movement of construction 
vehicles that will minimize impacts on vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, circulation and safety, and provision for 
monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any 
damage and debris attributable to the haul trucks can be 
identified and corrected by the City and its contractor.  

g. A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints 
pertaining to construction activity, including identification 
of an on-site complaint manager. 

Documentation of road pavement conditions for all routes that 
would be used by construction vehicles both before and after 
project construction. Roads found to have been damaged by 
construction vehicles shall be repaired to the level at which they 
existed prior to project construction. 

Impact TRANS-9: The project could 
conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program including 
intersection levels of service 
standards. 

(Petaluma Boulevard North/Rainier 
Avenue) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: The City of Petaluma shall 
include in its project design an additional westbound left turn lane 
and a northbound right overlap phase at the intersection of 
Petaluma Boulevard North/Rainier Avenue.  

With this additional westbound left turn lane and a northbound 
right overlap phase, the project’s impacts on study intersections 
under Opening Year conditions would be reduced to less than 
significant because this intersection would operate at LOS D in the 
PM peak hour.  

City of Petaluma 

During Final Project 
Design 

Pre-Construction 

Construction  
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However, from a pedestrian viewpoint it would be preferable to 
keep this intersection as compact as possible to provide shorter 
pedestrian crossing distances. Therefore, with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, the city shall provide a median 
refuge (at least 5 feet wide) for pedestrians crossing Rainier 
Avenue. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Transportation 

 

With the project in 2020, all 
intersections would operate at 
acceptable levels of service under 
cumulative conditions with the project 
except: 

•East Washington Street/Highway 101 
Southbound Ramps – LOS E during 
the AM peak hour.  The project would 
reduce volumes at this intersection by 
17 percent in the AM hour and the 
project’s impact on this intersection 
was therefore considered not 
significant.  

•Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard 
North (without Shasta Avenue 
Extension – LOS E  and F during the 
AM and PM peak hours, respectively 

•Petaluma Boulevard North/Sycamore 
Lane (Shasta Avenue) – LOS F during 
the PM peak hour 

 

Mitigation Measure CUMULATIVE TRANS-1: The extension 
of Rainier Avenue to Petaluma Boulevard North would have an 
impact on Petaluma Boulevard North. The exact location 
(intersection) of the impact would depend on the construction 
timing of the Shasta Avenue extension. At the time of writing there 
are no design plans for the Shasta Avenue extension and its 
construction timing relative to the construction of the Rainier 
Avenue extension is also unknown.  

If Shasta Avenue extension is not constructed during the buildout 
of the General Plan the Rainier Avenue/Petaluma Boulevard North 
intersection would operate at LOS E (AM) and F (PM).To mitigate 
this impact, the project would need to provide the intersection 
configuration at the Petaluma Boulevard North/Rainier Avenue 
intersection described in Mitigation Measure TRANS-3. This 
intersection configuration would result in acceptable LOS C and 
LOS D in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. This would 
reduce the impact to less than significant. 

If the Shasta Avenue extension is constructed during the buildout 
of the General Plan then the project could potentially have an 
impact at the Petaluma Boulevard North/Sycamore Lane (Shasta 
Avenue) extension depending on the intersection configuration that 
is provided at the intersection as part of the Shasta Avenue 
extension. 

Restriping the existing westbound approach to Petaluma Boulevard 

City of Petaluma 

During Final Design 
Stage 

Construction 

Post-Construction 
depending on buildout  
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North/Sycamore Lane (Shasta Avenue) to provide an exclusive 
left-turn lane and a shared left/through/right-turn lane plus an 
exclusive northbound right-turn lane would improve the 
intersection to LOS C in the PM peak hour. However, this 
additional right-turn lane would cause the pedestrian crossing 
distance to increase which would cause a secondary impact to 
pedestrians according to criteria set forth in the Petaluma General 
Plan. In order to reduce impacts to pedestrians resulting from 
increased crossing distances, a median refuge (at least five feet 
wide) should be installed for pedestrians crossing the south leg of 
Petaluma Boulevard. 

The Shasta Avenue extension project would be required to go 
through the City approval and CEQA documentation process to 
identify its impacts and mitigations prior to its construction. 
Presumably, it would identify the need to improve the Petaluma 
Boulevard North/Sycamore Lane (Shasta Avenue) intersection. 
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