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4.0 Comments and Responses

Overview

During the public review period, the City received comment letters on the revised Draft EIR, of
which two were from the state, three were from organizations and over 25 were from individuals.
Table 4-1 below includes the following information: (1) a comprehensive list of comment letters
grouped by type; (2) the comment letter number used to identify the commenter; and (3) the
page number of this chapter where those comments and responses begin.

In conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), the City has prepared written
responses to all comments that addressed environmental issues related to the proposed
Project. The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant
environmental issues that are raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the
CEQA Guidelines

The complete text of the written comments, and the City’s response to those comments is
presented in this chapter. A copy of each comment letter, marked on the margin with the
response number, is followed by its corresponding response(s).

Comments on the revised Draft EIR were received in two ways: (1) as written comments
submitted to the City of Sonoma during the public review comment period; and (2) verbally at a
planning commission/public hearing meeting held on September 4, 2018 at the City of Sonoma
City Council Chambers, 177 First Street West Sonoma, California. The public meeting held
before the Planning Commission provided an overview of the Project, the revised Draft EIR, and
subsequently allowed the public to provide verbal comments.

TABLE 4-1: LIST OF COMMENTERS

Comment Letter Number Date Commenter
State Agencies

1 9/14/2018 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
2 8/14/2018 CA Department of Transportation (CALTRANS)

Organizations
3 9/4/2018 California Riverwatch
4 9/14/2018 Transition Sonoma Valley
5 9/12/2018 Sonoma Valley Housing Group

Individuals
6 8/30/2018 Larry Barnett

7 a. 8/21/2018 David Eichar
7 b. 9/10/2018 David Eichar
7c. 9/12/2018 David Eichar
8 9/5/2018 Lynda Corrado
9 No date Chris Petlock

10 9/3/2018 Marilyn Goode
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11 a. 8/30/2018 Victor Conforti
11 b. 9/6/2018 Victor Conforti
12 9/13/2018 Tina Luther
13 9/3/2018 Carol Marcus

14 a. 9/1/2018 Joanna M Patri, AICP
14 b. 9/12/2018 Joanna M Patri, AICP
15 9/14/2018 David Viviani

Planning Commission Comments
at September 4, 2018 Meeting

A Bill Hooper

B Larry Barnett
C Jerry Bernhaut
D Regina Baker
E Judy Young
F David Eichar
G Joanna Patri
H Sally Rumor
I George Thompson
J Logan Harvey
K Jean Daly
L Tom Conlin
M Chris Petlock
N Bill Willers
O Michael Ross
P Commissioner Barnett
Q Commissioner McDonald
R Commissioner Bohar
S Commissioner Cribb
T Commissioner Wellander
U Commissioner Jansen
V Chair Felder

In accordance with Section 15088 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code
Section 21091 (d), this section of the revised Final EIR contains all comments received on the
revised Draft EIR during the public review period, as well as the Lead Agency’s response to
these comments. Good faith, reasoned, factual responses have been provided to all comments
received that raise an environmental issue. Detailed responses have been provided where a
comment raises a specific issue, and a general response has been provided where the
comment is relatively general. Where a comment does not raise an environmental issue, or
expresses the subjection opinion of the commenter, concerning the merits of the proposed
Project, the comment is noted but no response is provided.

During the review period for the revised Draft EIR, members of the public submitted several
comments that related to the details of the proposed Project itself, convey the commenter’s



H O T E L  P R O J E C T  S O N O M A  R E V I S E D  F I N A L  E I R
C I T Y  O F  S O N O M A

November 2019 4-3

opinion of the proposed Project, or address the relative consequences or benefits of the
proposed Project (referred to here as “merits of the proposed Project”), rather than the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. It is important for a Lead Agency in its
decision-making process to consider both the adequacy of the EIR and the merits of the
proposed Project. However, a Lead Agency is only required by CEQA to respond in its Final EIR
to comments related to significant environmental issues raised in the comments. See CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15088(c) and 15204(a).

Section 15204 of the CEQA Guidelines provides direction for parties reviewing and providing
comment on a Draft EIR, as follows:

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.

Section 15204(a) states in relation to the role of the Lead Agency in responding to comments:

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.

Although comments related to merits of the proposed Project do not require responses in the
Response to Comments Document, they do provide important input to the decision-making
process. Therefore, comments addressing the merits of the proposed Project are included in the
Response to Comments Document in order to make them readily available to the decision-
makers when considering whether to approve the proposed Project.

Where the same comment has been made more than once, a response may direct the reader to
another numbered comment and response. Where a response requires revisions to the revised
Draft EIR, the revisions are explained and shown in Chapter 3 of this revised Final EIR
document.

5.1 MASTER RESPONSES

Several issues were addressed by multiple commenters. The following “Master Responses”
consolidate information on these subjects to ensure a more comprehensive response.
Responses to individual comments will reference the following master responses.

Master Response 1 – Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis

As stated in the revised Draft EIR, at the time of its publication, the state of California’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) had yet to establish guidelines for analysis of Vehicle Miles
Travelled (VMT). There was preliminary guidance related to residential, office and retail
projects, but no useable guidance on how to evaluate and judge VMT related to other types of
projects, including hotels. The revised Draft EIR noted that the City of Sonoma had not yet
adopted VMT policies, and until the City does, there is no actual threshold of significance or
methodology that has been established to evaluate the Project in terms of VMT.
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With that understanding, the revised Draft EIR acknowledged that the Project’s VMT, as with all
projects, could “potentially” be significant and recommended the use of mitigation measures that
would reduce VMT.

OPR issued its final Guideline on VMT in January 2019. However, the Guideline itself does not
impose and direct any particular methodology. Rather, discretion is left to the agency to develop
and select a methodology for evaluating VMT. Therefore, as of the date of preparation of this
revised Final EIR, there are still no developed or accepted methodologies for evaluating VMT
projects other than for residential, office or retail, and certainly not any specific guidance for
hotel uses.

Recognizing that it would take time for agencies to reasonably develop methodologies for
thresholds of significance, the VMT Guideline (Section 15604.3 of the CEQA Guidelines) does
not apply until the local agency elects to be governed by it, but no later than July 1, 2020.

The City of Sonoma has not adopted a VMT methodology yet and has not elected to be
governed by the Guideline at this time. VMT methodology are inherently regional models and to
develop such a model would be a city-wide effort, not typically the burden of a single project to
implement.

The VMT analysis contained herein is intended to be informational, and to take a conservative
approach, since VMT is a developing methodology state-wide. Therefore, the revised Draft EIR
recommended that the Project be conditioned to implement a menu of VMT-reducing
Transportation Demand Management strategies.

Many comments on the revised Draft EIR pertained to VMT associated with the proposed
Project, and on the discussion of VMT. This Master Response provides background information
on the pending requirement for Lead Agencies to amend the Transportation and Traffic
significance criteria in alignment with proposed revised CEQA Guidelines, discussed below,
which recommend the use of VMT as the sole measure of a project’s impact on transportation
infrastructure, as opposed to the current methods, which focus on metrics related to vehicular
roadway capacity and Level of Service (LOS).1 Lead Agencies will be required to adopt the
revised criteria by July 2020.2

Background

On September 27, 2013 Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, a bill which directed
OPR to establish new practices and metrics to evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA.
OPR developed proposed revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing significance criteria for
transportation impacts using the VMT metric. The recommended VMT metric measures miles
traveled by vehicles rather than measuring traffic congestion at intersections (typically LOS). For
development projects, these recommendations are:

§ Residential: VMT per capita 15 percent below regional and city average.3

§ Office: VMT per employee 15 percent below regional average.4

1, 2 The State of California Office of Planning and Research Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts
in CEQA, December 2018. http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf.

3 “Regional and City Average”: City average or average of the local regional association of government agency.
4 “Regional Average”: Average of the local regional association of government agency.
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§ Retail: Net decrease in VMT, local-serving retail presumed to be insignificant.

§ Roadway Projects: Less than 5,685 VMT/day.

§ Other Projects: Lead agency to develop their own thresholds.

§ Projects with Less than 100 Trips per Day/Projects with Fewer Trips than Threshold with the
Regional Congestion Management Program: Almost always less than significant.5

Upon adoption of the revisions to the CEQA Guidelines, automobile delay, as described solely
by LOS or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, will not be considered a
significant impact on the environment under CEQA. Each agency has until July 1, 2020 to
develop significance criteria for VMT.

Proposed Changes with SB 743 and Key Implications

1. New Transportation Performance Metric: Based on the proposed OPR guidelines, a VMT
metric would replace LOS as a basis for determining CEQA significant impacts. OPR
suggests the following thresholds for development:6

§ Recommended threshold for residential projects: A project exceeding (1) existing city
household VMT per capita minus 15 percent and (2) existing regional household VMT
per capita minus 15 percent may indicate a significant transportation impact.

§ Recommended threshold for office projects: A project exceeding a level of 15 percent
below existing regional VMT per employee may indicate a significant transportation
impact.

§ Recommended threshold for retail projects: A net increase in total VMT may indicate a
significant transportation impact.

It is noted that the proposed hotel project does not fall neatly into any of these three
categories. The purpose of the VMT criteria is primarily to reduce the length of every day
trips made by residents and employees of local businesses by creating a better balance
between where people live and work. Ideally employees of the proposed hotel project
would be able to walk, bicycle, ride transit to work, or employ other demand management
techniques, but based on initial stages of the development of VMT criteria, trips made by
hotel guests may not be subject to the VMT analysis.

SB 743 is limited to defining transportation impacts under CEQA. It did not change laws
related to general plans, powers granted to cities and counties, or traffic impact fee
programs. As such, jurisdictions may still choose to use LOS to size roadways in their
general plan or determine nexus relationships for their impact fee programs. Lead

5 “Congestion Management Programs”: Programs established by regional agencies such as the County or local
regional association of government agency.

6 The State of California Office of Planning and Research Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA, December 2018. http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf.
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agencies will still be able to condition a project plans and congestion management plans
that typically include congestion-based goals and policies, such as LOS. Therefore, some
lead agencies may require that transportation analyses for projects include potential
impacts based on the VMT metric as required by CEQA, and additional analyses based on
LOS/congestion metrics to satisfy local requirements.

2. Induced Vehicle Travel: The proposed guidelines suggest that increases in physical roadway
capacity, such as new lanes or new roads, in congested areas may be growth-inducing and
potentially generate significant impacts under the VMT metric. This will have impacts on
capacity-increasing transportation projects. With some exceptions under the draft
guidelines, transportation projects that increase physical roadway capacity for automobiles
or add new roadways to a network would typically result in significant impacts, requiring
mitigation.

3. Multi-Modal Safety Concerns: To achieve the goals of promoting active transportation and
encouraging infill development the guidelines also included provisions to improve safety
conditions for all users. The guidelines list factors to make a determination of significant
impacts, such as vehicle speed differentials between lanes, increased vehicle speeds, and
increased exposure of bicyclists and pedestrians in vehicle conflict areas.

4. Minimal Existing Data: Historically, VMT has been used for transportation analysis of
regional plans and large transportation projects. There appears to be a lack of available data
to support a VMT analysis in many communities. New VMT-based studies are needed to
establish background data.

5. Expected Reduction in Infrastructure Funding: Expanded roadways resulting in induced
travel may have implications on funding structures to support circulation system
improvements. Responsibility for development and growth-related roadway system
improvements have typically been tied to environmental review and associated mitigation.
By eliminating the nexus for “proportional share” improvement payments tied to LOS
analysis, the new legislation limits roadway improvement funding.

6. Congestion: The public will still be concerned about congestion. How will decision makers
respond to community opposition to increases in traffic delays that would result from the use
of VMT, and not LOS, as a measure of determining impact and mitigation?

7. Public Understanding and Acceptance: California constituents are familiar with and
understand LOS analysis and how it relates to congestion. In general, for most communities’
auto delay is a very important consideration. Local decision-makers would be faced with the
difficult task of explaining that “congestion no longer matters” and projects that impact traffic
flow do not need to be mitigated.

8. Infill Projects: Because CEQA has required traffic impact analysis to focus on automobile
congestion, those studies have treated public transit projects, as well as pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure, as having negative traffic impacts if they would deteriorate LOS.
Based upon the OPR’s Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, transit and non-motorized improvement projects that
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reduce overall VMT intended to improve safety and operations would be considered to have
a less than significant impact on VMT.

9. Potential Funding Mechanisms: Cities do not have to transition away from LOS-based
analysis prepared for every project. Instead, a more comprehensive approach could be
taken. For example, the general plan could establish development levels, set vehicle LOS
policies, and prepare a nexus study to support funding mechanisms to implement the
transportation infrastructure as needed for the level of development anticipated in the
General Plan. The nexus study determines a pro-rated, proportional share fee based on a
project’s linkage between the impact and identified improvement. Development projects
consistent with the general plan would require minimal vehicle LOS impact analysis, but
instead could focus on site access issues and parking provisions. This could reduce the
effort required to prepare transportation impact studies for projects to comply with CEQA.

10. As noted previously, the City of Sonoma has not yet formally adopted CEQA thresholds of
significance based on the metric of VMT as prescribed by Senate Bill 743 (2013). Because a
VMT-based CEQA threshold of significance has not yet been adopted by the City, the
determination that mitigation would reduce the VMT impact to a less than significant level
requires additional investigation and evidence. The CEQA Statute and Guidelines establish
an expectation for lead agencies to mitigate impacts to the extent feasible. As such, a
reasonable basis for determining appropriate mitigation is to establish feasible VMT
reduction expectations based on the project’s land use context.

The need to analyze VMT in the Transportation section of environmental documents is largely
driven by the changes to CEQA as a result of Senate Bill 743 (2013). An update of the CEQA
Guidelines that comply with SB 743 was certified on December 28, 2018 and the California
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has developed a non-binding Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018) to help guide VMT-
based impact analysis. The Technical Advisory outlines considerations for methods to estimate
project generated VMT and corresponding VMT impact significance thresholds. These
considerations include, but are not limited to, the following:

· Estimate methods of VMT for a proposed project should track the full length of the trip,
and trips should not be truncated at a model or political boundary (i.e. city limit, county
line, MPO boundary)

· Estimates should be for weekday daily VMT, which can include either VMT generated by
automobiles and light trucks, or all trips.7

· A travel demand model can be used for estimating VMT, assuming that a project would
be well represented in the model.

7 The Technical Advisory emphasizes that lead agencies retain discretion to set CEQA significance thresholds and
analysis methods. Weekend VMT has been calculated in this analysis to assist in the analysis of GHG emissions,
whereas the weekday VMT has been calculated for both the CEQA transportation analysis and GHG emissions
analysis.
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· Other data sources, such as mobile device data, can be used to supplement the VMT
estimate, especially in cases where a travel demand model may not be an appropriate
tool.

Per the revised CEQA Guidelines (April 2019), agencies are not required to use VMT as a
transportation impact metric until July 1, 2020.

VMT ESTIMATE METHODOLOGY

The Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) travel demand model is currently being
updated (in part, by Fehr & Peers) to assist lead agencies in assessing travel demand
consistent with the technical guidance provided by OPR in response to SB 743; the updated
SCTA model was not available for analysis as of November 2019.

In lieu of the local travel demand model, Fehr & Peers used mobile device data, also colloquially
known as “Big Data,” to estimate a general average trip length for hotels in the Sonoma Valley
area. This “spreadsheet method” multiplies the average trip lengths by the estimated weekday
trip generation estimates as documented in the revised Draft EIR to arrive at an estimate of
VMT.

Over the past nine years Fehr & Peers has worked and built relationships with various “Big
Data” providers and has successfully utilized origin-destination data passively and anonymously
obtained from mobile devices to quantify the flow of devices for a variety of planning
studies. One such provider, StreetLight Data, recently partnered with a new data provider
Cuebiq, a next generation location intelligence company. As a result of this partnership
StreetLight Data’s total device sample size increased to more than 60 million devices,
representing roughly 15 to 20 percent of the adult US population. Cuebiq’s data is generated by
mobile applications that use Location-Based Services (LBS). LBS data allows StreetLight Data
to ascertain complex activity-based metrics such as classifying devices into residents, workers,
and visitors to a geographic area and the determination of each device’s home and work
location as well as the purpose of their trips. This is made possible by the ability to
geographically tag the devices to land use or places in addition to roadway segments, providing
a complete accounting of trips made by devices using LBS. The spatial resolution and
geographic tagging also make the data suitable for analyzing trips to and from unique land use
types and for determining the length of each device trip, which can then be combined and
analyzed to determine the trip length distribution and average trip length of trips to and from
specific geographic areas. Cuebiq data is also available for the entirety of the United States and
Canada and thus able to capture the full length of the trip consistent with SB 743 guidelines.

LBS trip length data was purchased for three hotel sites in the vicinity of the Project site; these
sites were as similar as possible to the Project, with the limitation of needing to be able to
isolate trips exclusively generated by these locations. Trips associated with hotels closer to the
Sonoma Plaza area cannot be isolated due to the small footprint of the hotels and/or the lack of
dedicated on-site parking for the hotel facility. The three selected sites were:

· Fairmont Sonoma Mission Inn (100 Boyes Boulevard, Sonoma)
· The Lodge at Sonoma Renaissance Resort (1325 Broadway, Sonoma)
· MacArthur Place Hotel (29 East MacArthur Street, Sonoma)
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The boundaries of the mobile device trip length data analysis was regional in nature to capture
trips with origins or destinations in the larger Bay Area region, including the City of San
Francisco and the San Francisco and Oakland airports, thus satisfying the recommendation that
the full lengths of trip be captured. The data sample included a total of 27,335 trips throughout
2018.

PROJECT UNADJUSTED/BENCHMARK WEEKDAY VMT ESTIMATE

The LBS dataset was processed to isolate trips occurring during weekdays, per the OPR
guidance for the estimate of VMT. An average trip length was calculated for each sample site,
which indicated a range of average trip lengths from 17.9 miles per trip to 19.9 miles per trip.
The average trip length over the sites was 18.6 miles.

The Hotel Project Sonoma revised Draft EIR (July 2018) estimated that the Project will generate
a total of 518 trips per weekday (as presented in revised Draft EIR Table 4.10-5). Multiplying the
518 weekday daily trips by an average trip length of 18.6 miles results in a Project VMT
estimate of about 9,635 vehicle-miles traveled per weekday. This estimation process, along with
the individual hotel site trip lengths, is presented below in Table 4-2.

TABLE 4-2: UNADJUSTED/BENCHMARK PROJECT WEEKDAY VMT ESTIMATE

Data Value

A Average Trip Length:
Fairmont Sonoma Mission Inn 17.9 miles

B Average Trip Length:
The Lodge at Sonoma Renaissance Resort 18.0 miles

C Average Trip Length:
MacArthur Place Hotel 19.9 miles

D = (A + B+ C)/3 Average Hotel Trip Length 18.6 miles

E Revised Draft EIR Weekday Daily Trip Generation 518 trips

F = D x E Project Weekday Daily VMT Estimate 9,635 VMT

Source: Fehr & Peers, September 2019

The revised Draft EIR trip generation estimate used traditional trip generation analysis
techniques, including the use of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, which does not account for the
influence of the built environment on trip making or the Project’s removal of existing uses. Land
use context in particular (i.e., land use density, diversity of uses, etc.) influences the ability to
make trips by walking, bicycling, and transit. The results presented in Table 4-2 assume no
reductions for proximity to supporting land uses and no reductions for existing uses on site that
will be removed; thus, the results in Table 4-2 represent an unadjusted, general benchmark for
VMT generated by a 62-room hotel development in the City of Sonoma. Including refinements
for proximity to supporting land uses or the removal of existing uses in the calculation would
better represent the Project’s change in site VMT.
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REFINED PROJECT WEEKDAY VMT ESTIMATE

As noted previously, the estimate provided in Table 4-2 does not account for the existing uses
on site, nor does it account for any reductions associated with nearby compatible land uses,
including, but not limited to, restaurants, retail, winery tasting rooms, historical sites, or art
galleries.

VMT Generated by Existing Uses

The Project Applicant provided the City and Fehr & Peers data regarding the number of
employees, customers and deliveries for each of the existing uses on site. The trip making
characteristics data for the existing uses on site are presented in Table 4-3:

TABLE 4-3: EXISTING USES ON-SITE AND TRIP MAKING CHARACTERISTICS

Occupancy Type and Number of Trips Estimated Trip Length Vehicle-Miles of
Travel Generated

117 West Napa Street – 3,100 Square Feet of Warehouse

1 Delivery Trip 46 miles, round trip 46 VMT

12 Delivery Drivers (Delivery Trip) 28 miles per route 336 VMT

12 Delivery Drivers (Commute Trips) 22 miles round trip 264 VMT

135 West Napa Street – 5,346 Square Feet of Office plus 2,220 Square Feet of Warehouse

15 Employees (Commute Trips) 34 miles round trip 510 VMT

2 Visitors per Day 60 miles round trip 120 VMT

2 Daily Deliveries 50 miles round trip 100 VMT

153 West Napa Street – 4,750 Square Feet of Retail Space

2 Employees (Commute Trips) 6 miles round trip 12 VMT

16 Customer Trips per Day 36 miles round trip 576 VMT

1 Furniture Delivery Trip 116 miles round trip 116 VMT

1 UPS/FedEx Trip 50 miles round trip 50 VMT

Weekday VMT Estimate for Existing Land Uses 2,130 VMT

Source: Project Applicant, September 2019

Built-Environment Reduction

The Project is located one-half block (i.e. walking distance) away from the Sonoma Plaza
commercial district; the Plaza area includes several visitor-focused land uses that would attract
trips from the Project. This is in contrast to the three LBS trip length sample sites, which are
generally located further away from complementary land uses. Additionally, the trip generation
estimates presented in the revised Draft EIR are based on data from the ITE Trip Generation
Manual, which includes data largely from freestanding, auto trip-oriented land uses. Therefore,
the unadjusted VMT calculation is likely to overestimate Hotel Project Sonoma’s total VMT
generated by overestimating the vehicle trip generation.
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Fehr & Peers refined the vehicle trip generation estimate using the MXD+ mixed-use trip
generation methodology as applied in the MainStreet program. The MXD+ model was originally
developed as part of U.S. EPA research to better account for the built environment influence on
trip making. When mixed land uses are located in close proximity to one another, more trips
between destinations can be made by walking, bicycling, and transit. The MXD+ methodology
estimated a reduction of about 7.5 percent from the original unadjusted vehicle trip generation
based on the local built environment characteristics. Most of this reduction is expected to come
from ability of people to complete trips by walking or bicycling to nearby destinations.

Project Adjusted VMT

Based on the data presented in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3, the estimated Project VMT was
adjusted. This calculation is presented in Table 4-4, below.

TABLE 4-4: ESTIMATED PROJECT EFFECT ON WEEKDAY VMT

Data Value

A Project Unadjusted Weekday VMT Estimate 9,635 VMT

B Built-Environment Reduction 7.5%

C = A * (100%-B) Project Adjusted Weekday VMT Estimate 8,909 VMT

D Estimated Existing VMT 2,130 VMT

E = C – D Net Project Weekday VMT +6,779 VMT

Source: Fehr & Peers, September 2019

PROJECT WEEKEND VMT ESTIMATE

The Project weekend VMT estimate was prepared using a methodology similar to that of the
refined Project weekday VMT estimate methodology. The following parameters were
incorporated into the weekend VMT estimate analysis:

· Saturday and Sunday trips estimated based on data from the ITE Trip Generation Manual,
10th Edition for Land Use Code 310 (Hotel)

· Average weekday trip length per LBS data of 20.9 miles8

· Only the existing uses at 153 West Napa Street generate VMT on the weekend (754 VMT,
per Table 4-4)

· Built-environment reduction of 7.5 percent retained, with the understanding that a greater
reduction could be reasonable if hotel patrons have a higher degree of interaction with the
Sonoma Plaza area on the weekend than they do on the weekday.

The Project weekend VMT estimate is presented in Table 4-5.

8 Average weekend trip lengths per LBS data: Fairmont Sonoma Mission Inn = 21.9 miles, The Lodge at Sonoma
Renaissance Resort = 19.0 miles, MacArthur Place Hotel = 21.9 miles
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TABLE 4-5: ESTIMATED PROJECT EFFECT ON WEEKEND VMT

Data Saturday Value Sunday Value

A Unadjusted Weekend Daily Trip Generation 508 trips 369 trips

B Built-Environment Reduction 7.5% 7.5%

C = A * (100%-B) Adjusted Weekend Daily Trip Generation 470 trips 341 trips

D Weekend Average Hotel Trip Length 20.9 miles 20.9 miles

E = C * D Project Unadjusted Weekday VMT Estimate 9,823 VMT 7,127 VMT

F Estimated Existing Weekend VMT 754 VMT 754 VMT

G = F - E Net Project Weekend VMT +9,069 VMT +6,373 VMT

Sources: Project Applicant and Fehr & Peers, September 2019

The recommended action is to require the Project Applicant (or project site operator) to submit a
VMT Strategy Report, prior to occupancy, of measures the Hotel shall implement to reduce
VMT. After the Project has been operational for six months a report shall verify the baseline
VMT estimate for the Project identified in the revised Final EIR. The VMT analysis shall be an
estimate of the Project generated VMT without mitigation expressed in per capita, per service
population, per guest, or per worker. The report shall identify selected strategies from Table 4-6
of the revised Final EIR for implementation and demonstrate how the VMT generated by the
Project meets the 15% percent below the calculated baseline target (a 7.5% reduction based on
its location and 7.5% reduction based on operational reduction measures). The Project
Applicant or operator shall submit an annual report to the City for the first three years
demonstrating the efficacy of the selected TDM strategies in achieving the identified VMT
reduction goal and proposing modifications as required to achieve the required VMT reduction
goal. Compliance shall be monitored by the City.

The monitoring shall include Project generated VMT estimates compatible with the methodology
used to estimate baseline VMT so that performance comparisons can be made. If the Project
site is found not to be in compliance with the reduction target, the Project must incorporate
additional TDM strategies from Table 4-6 to meet the target of 7.5 percent below the calculated
baseline. Alternatively, the Project Applicant/operator may propose new strategies that develop
over time to further reduce Project generated VMT if substantial evidence is provided to support
the efficacy of the strategy.

As a Condition of Approval, prior to issuance of Building Permit the Project Applicant shall
submit to the Planning and Community Services Director a list of measures based on Table 4-6
below that are measurable and included in the Project that reduce VMT. This estimated trip
generation reduction represents the Project VMT reduction necessary to meet the performance
target of 8,189 vehicle-miles per weekday. Therefore, the Project shall implement TDM
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strategies from Table 4-6 such that Project VMT would be reduced by 7.5 percent required to
meet the performance target, as demonstrated by monitoring (described below).

TABLE 4-6: MENU OF VMT-REDUCING TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT
STRATEGIES

Strategy Description % VMT
Reduction Target

Unbundle Parking
Costs from Property
Cost

Separate parking from hotel stay costs, requiring those
who wish to purchase parking to do so at an additional
cost.

2.6 – 13% Guests

Commute Trip
Reduction Program

Implement a multi-strategy program that encompasses a
combination of individual measures, designed to
discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips and encourage
alternate modes such as carpooling, transit, walking, and
biking. The program should include:
- Carpooling encouragement
- Ride-matching assistance
- Preferential carpool parking
- Flexible work schedules for carpools
- Half time transportation coordinator
- Vanpool assistance
- Bicycle end-trip facilities (parking, showers and lockers)

1.0 – 6% Employees

Ride-sharing Program

Increasing vehicle occupancy by ride sharing will result in
fewer cars driving the same trip, and thus a decrease in
VMT. The Project will promote ride-sharing programs
through a multi-faceted approach such as:
- Designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for
ride-sharing vehicles
- Designating passenger loading, unloading, and waiting
areas for ride-sharing vehicles
- Providing a web site or message board for coordinating
rides
- Promoting ride-matching apps such as Waze Carpool,
Carma, or the Sonoma County 511 program.

2.5 – 8.3% Employees

Subsidized or
Discounted Transit
Program

Provide subsidized/discounted daily or monthly public
transit passes. The Project may also provide free transfers
between all shuttles and transit to participants.

0.3 – 20.0% Both

End of Trip Facilities

Provide "end-of-trip" facilities for bicycle riders including
showers, secure bicycle lockers, and changing spaces.
End-of-trip facilities encourage the use of bicycling as a
viable form of travel to destinations, and provide the added
convenience and security needed to encourage bicycle
commuting.

Limited when
implemented
alone

Employees

Telecommuting and
Alternative Work
Schedules

Where applicable, encourage employees to utilize
telecommuting or alternative work schedules, thereby
reducing the number of trips and VMT by employees.
Alternative work schedules could take the form of
staggered starting times, flexible schedules, or
compressed work weeks.

0.2 – 4.5% Employees

Commute Trip
Reduction Marketing

Implement marketing strategies that promote commute
alternatives to employees. Strategies may include new
employee orientation of trip reduction and alternative mode
options, event promotion, and publications.

0.9 – 26% Employees
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TABLE 4-6: MENU OF VMT-REDUCING TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT
STRATEGIES

Strategy Description % VMT
Reduction Target

New Employee
Commute Orientation

Incorporate information on commute alternatives and
benefits into orientation and new-hire packets for
employees.

Limited unless
bundled with
companion
strategies

Employees

Preferential Parking
Program

Provide preferential parking in convenient locations (such
as near building front doors) in terms of free or reduced
parking fees, priority parking, or reserved parking for
employees who carpool or vanpool.

Limited unless
bundled with
companion
strategies

Employees

Car-Sharing Program
Implement a car-sharing Project to allow on-demand
access to a shared fleet of vehicles on an as-needed
basis, thereby reducing the need for a personal vehicle.

0.4 – 0.7% Both

Employer-Sponsored
Vanpool/Shuttle

Implement an employer-sponsored vanpool to service
employees’ commute to work. Employer-sponsored
vanpool programs entail an employer purchasing or
leasing vans for employee use, and often subsidizing the
cost of program administration, if not more. The driver
usually receives personal use of the van, often for a
mileage fee. Scheduling is within the employer’s purview,
and rider charges are normally set based on vehicle and
operating cost.

0.3 – 13.4% Employees

Bike/Scooter Share
Program

Work with private providers to provide access to shared
bikes and/or scooters. Consider providing subsidized
memberships or pricing for guests/employees to increase
utilization.

The effect of
shared bikes and
scooters is still
being studied.
Initial evidence
suggests they
reduce vehicle
trips for shorter
trips.

Both

Employee Parking
"Cash-Out"

The Project will require employers to offer employee
parking “cash-out.” The term “cash-out” is used to describe
the employer providing employees with a choice of
forgoing their current subsidized/free parking for a cash
payment equivalent to the cost of the parking space to the
employer.

3.0 – 7.7% Employees

Price Workplace
Parking

The Project will implement workplace parking pricing at its
employment centers. This may include explicitly charging
for parking for its employees, implementing above market
rate pricing, validating parking only for guests, not
providing employee parking and transportation allowances,
and educating employees about available alternatives.

0.5 – 14% Employees

Local Shuttle Service

Provide local shuttle service through coordination with the
local transit operator or private contractor. The local
shuttles will provide service to transit hubs, commercial
centers, residential areas, and tourist destinations. A
shuttle program could be targeted towards employees,
guests, or both.

Limited unless
bundled with
companion
strategies

Both

Transportation
Resource Guide

Provide "How to Get Around" resources to guests. Include
concierge service information about non-motorized and
alternative transportation options for the area.

Unknown. Guest



H O T E L  P R O J E C T  S O N O M A  R E V I S E D  F I N A L  E I R
C I T Y  O F  S O N O M A

November 2019 4-15

TABLE 4-6: MENU OF VMT-REDUCING TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT
STRATEGIES

Strategy Description % VMT
Reduction Target

Transportation
Network Company
(TNC) Partnership

Subsidize pooled TNC trips to/from transit stops and
stations and to major destinations. Unknown Both

With a reduction of VMT of seven and half percent (7.5%) potential VMT for both weekday and
weekend trips would be considered less than significant with mitigation

Further, the adverse physical environmental effects associated with travel demand are fully
addressed in other sections of the EIR (air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
transportation noise), and that the Project fulfills the intent of SB 743 --- to reduce GHG
emissions (see Master Response 2-Greenhouse Gas Analysis). The Project promotes infill
development and promotes active transportation options.

Master Response 2 – Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Summary of Analysis in the Draft EIR
Impacts related to GHG emissions attributable to the proposed Project are discussed in Section
4.6 of the 2016 Draft EIR. It includes a summary of the environmental setting (2016 Draft EIR
pages 4.6-1 through 4.6-6), the regulatory framework (2016 Draft EIR pages 4.6-6 through 4.6-
18), and impact analysis (2016 Draft EIR pages 4.6-18 through 4.6-23). The analysis considers
both new sources of emissions attributable to the Project during construction and operational
phases, as well as the removal of existing sources of emissions on the Project site.

The 2016 Draft EIR compares emissions to the “bright line” significance threshold developed by
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and concluded that the GHG impacts
would be less than significant (in this case, meaning less than cumulatively considerable). The
City has independently evaluated the BAAQMD significance thresholds, and finds that “the
science and reasoning contained in the BAAQMD 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines provide
the latest state-of-the-art guidance available…[and that] substantial evidence supports
continued use of the BAAQMD 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.” As noted in Section 4.6
(2016 Draft EIR pages 4.6-5 and 4.6-6), the environmental consequences of climate change
represent a significant cumulative impact. Since no single project would generate significant
GHG emissions impacts on its own, impacts must be evaluated in a cumulative context,
evaluating whether the subject Project would represent a cumulatively considerable contribution
to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change. The 1,100 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) threshold developed by BAAQMD is also used by the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) (see “SMAQMD Thresholds of
Significance Table,” available online at:
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/CH2ThresholdsTable5-2015.pdf ).
As described in the SMAQMD’s CEQA Guide, the Air District has provided, “recommended
thresholds for agencies without adopted GHG reduction plans” (SMAQMD 2018).

Summary of Analysis in the revised Draft EIR
Section 6, Alternatives of the revised Draft EIR includes an analysis of the GHG emissions-
related impacts of each of the Project alternatives, including the No Project alternative. As
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explained in this section, the No Project alternative would result in lower GHG emissions than
the Project. The Hotel/Residential (50%-50%) alternative would result in slightly greater GHG
emissions than the Project, because of the need to construct an expanded parking garage to
accommodate the parking demand of the residential uses). Residential uses are assumed to
have greater need for automobile transportation compared to hotel patrons (i.e., households
may choose to own more than one car). The Hotel/Residential (8 residential units) alternative
would have increased GHG emissions effects compared to the Project associated with an
expanded parking garage. The hotel only alternative would have lower GHG emissions
compared to the Project.

Updated Alternatives Analysis
During operations, depending on the detailed design of each alternative, the alternatives could
have lower emissions compared to the Project. The Hotel/Residential (50%-50%) alternative’s
operational emissions would be approximately 530 MT CO2e/year. The Hotel/Residential (8
residential units) alternative’s operational emissions would be approximately 910 MT CO2e/year.
The Hotel/Residential (50%-50%) alternative’s operational emissions would be expected to be
lower compared to the Project and the Hotel/Residential (8 Residential Units) alternative’s
operational emissions would be slightly lower than the Project. The Hotel Only alternative’s
operational emissions would be approximately 500 MT CO2e/year. The Hotel Only alternative’s
mass emissions would be lower compared to the Project. For the No Project, emissions would
be approximately 330 MT CO2e/year. The mass emissions for the No Project alternative would
be lower compared to the Project.

Updated Analysis for the Project
To support this revised Final EIR, the emissions estimates were updated for the Project. The
revised emission estimate uses typical methodology and the primary emissions model
(California Emissions Estimator Model or CalEEMod) with the exception of mobile-source
emissions, where empirical data from area hotels was collected to create a tailored VMT to
support a more accurate GHG emissions estimate than would be possible using CalEEMod
default data for travel demand. Emission estimates were prepared for the years 2021 (Hotel
Opening) and 2030 (Long-Term Annual Emissions).

The emissions estimate for the Project includes an estimate of total construction emissions
amortized by 30 years to reflect the assumed life of the Project and the removal of existing uses
that would be discontinued as a result of the Project, as recommended by BAAQMD (BAAQMD
2017, page 4-5) (see Appendix W of this EIR for more detail). This updated GHG emissions
estimate uses the 2016 emissions factor for PG&E for electricity, which is projected to decrease
over time due to the requirements of SB 100. SB 100 requires 100 percent GHG-free electricity
by 2045 and 50 percent renewable electricity by 2026.

As noted in the City’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR and as described in the
2016 Project Description, the Project will meet the LEED certification requirements by
incorporating design features that increase energy and water conservation, reduce VMT, and
reduce GHG emissions, including, but not limited to:

· Encourage guests to walk or bike
· Bicycles available to guests for duration of stay
· Secure short- and long-term bicycle parking
· Changing rooms and shower facilities for staff.
· Electric vehicle recharging stations
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· Cool roof system for low slope roofs with increased solar reflectance and reduced thermal
emittance

· Areas of vegetated roof gardens
· High performance thermal glazing
· Rainwater capture, storage and recycle system
· Water use reduction program for staff and guests
· Use of HVAC system condensate for landscape irrigation
· Rooftop solar panel array

The 2016 Draft EIR standards of significance for GHG emissions effects include:

· Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of GHGs.

· Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment.

Summary of Draft EIR GHG Impacts

The 2016 Draft EIR (page 4.6-19) states that the Project would not have a significant effect
related to a conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs, based on the Initial Study prepared prior to the Draft EIR
(Appendix B to the 2016 Draft EIR, starting on page 31). In the Initial Study, the proposed
Project was compared to the Air Resources Board Scoping Plan, and the statewide strategies
that have been implemented to achieve State legislative GHG emissions mandates. The
Project was also compared to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission/Association of Bay
Area Governments Plan Bay Area, which is designed to achieve passenger vehicle related
GHG emissions reductions, and the Sonoma County Community Climate Action Plan, which
identified actions required to reduce GHG emissions 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2015
(Initial Study, page 32).

With regard to the other standard of significance (“generate GHG emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment”), the 2016 Draft EIR includes
a discussion of the significance criteria developed by BAAQMD, explaining that, based on the
City’s review, the science and reasoning contained in the BAAQMD 2011 CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines provide the latest state-of-the-art guidance available. From page 4.6-20 of the Draft
EIR:

“In addition to the City’s independent determination that use of the BAAQMD’s
CEQA Guidelines is supported by substantial evidence, they have been found to
be valid guidelines for use in the CEQA environmental review process. On
November 26, 2013, the California Supreme Court granted review on the issue of
whether CEQA requires analysis of how existing environmental conditions affect
a project (California Building Industry Association v Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, Case No. A135335 and A136212).
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In addition, CEQA grants local agencies broad discretion to develop their own
thresholds of significance, or to rely on thresholds previously adopted or
recommended by other public agencies or experts so long as they are supported
by substantial evidence. Accordingly, the City of Sonoma is using the BAAQMD's
2011 thresholds to evaluate Project impacts in order to protectively evaluate the
potential effects of the project on GHG emissions.”

Table 4.6-5 of the 2016 Draft EIR demonstrated that when amortized over an average 30-year
project lifetime, average annual construction emissions from the proposed Project would be 827
MT CO2e, which would not exceed BAAQMD’s bright line threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e.

2021 Emissions Estimate (Hotel Opening)

Emissions of GHGs have the potential to adversely affect the environment because such
emissions contribute cumulatively to global climate change. The proper context for addressing
this issue in an EIR is in an assessment of cumulative impacts; it is unlikely that a single project
will contribute significantly to climate change, but cumulative emissions from many projects
affect global GHG concentrations and the climate system. Therefore, lead agencies must
determine whether GHG emissions from proposed projects represent a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change. There
are many acceptable approaches to making this determination, subject to each lead agency’s
discretion and technical judgment.

Air districts and public agencies in California have developed guidance for assessing the
cumulative significance of GHG emissions impacts. These include quantitative methods for
assessing the degree to which projects under CEQA would have a cumulatively considerable
contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change. The most common
strategy to assess whether a project’s emissions are cumulatively considerable is to compare
emissions levels to the State’s own reduction targets. If a project will reduce emissions by the
same percentage as the state as a whole under the AB 32 and SB 32 legislative mandates, lead
agencies can reasonably conclude that the contribution to the significant cumulative impact of
climate change is less than cumulatively considerable.

As discussed in the 2016 Draft EIR, BAAQMD and SMAQMD have adopted thresholds of
significance for construction and operational emissions (i.e., SMAQMD adopted 1,100 MT
CO2e/year for construction and operational emissions, and BAAQMD adopted 1,100 MT
CO2e/year for operational) (SMAQMD 2015; BAAQMD 2011).

The revised emissions estimate for the anticipated year of the hotel opening (2021) demonstrate
that, similar to the conclusion in the 2016 Draft EIR, the Project would not generate greenhouse
gas emissions either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment
would have a less than significant impact. The revised emissions estimates for 2021 were
estimated using CalEEMod and the tailored VMT data. The emission estimate assumes a 32
percent reduction in overall annual energy demand of the Project through implementation of
LEED measures (see below for a detailed discussion on Conditions of Approval and LEED).
With the Project location, design features of the Project (including application of the LEED
strategies described in the Project Description, which will be included as conditions of approval,
and implementation of Mitigation Measure Trans-2, the proposed Project’s emissions would not
exceed the SMAQMD and BAAQMD thresholds. Estimated emissions for 2021 would be 1,099
MT CO2e/year and emissions for 2030 would be 830 MT CO2e/year and are discussed in more
detail below and included in Appendix W).
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The revised estimate for 2021 is more than the 827 MT CO2e reported in the revised Draft EIR
(page 4.6-22). The difference is primarily due to a revised estimate of emissions associated with
mobile sources. However, the impact classification of less than significant was not changed.

2030 Emissions Estimate (Long-Term Annual Emissions)

California’s statewide reduction targets, although they do not directly apply to the City of
Sonoma’s land use entitlement authority, can be used to help frame the GHG analysis for the
proposed Project, including a framework for understanding the cumulative significance of
existing, as well as new development. The previously described mass emissions threshold
approaches allow lead agencies to compare projects to the State’s legislative mandate
embodied in AB 32. It is also possible to use this same approach to create targets for post-2020
years using the guidance embodied in SB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05. For 2030, the
statewide mandate is 40 percent below 2020 levels. Including the design features, location, and
mitigation included as a part of the Project Description and EIR, the Project’s net annual
operational emissions would be 42 percent lower in 2030 compared to 2021. This is consistent
with the GHG reduction goal for the state as a whole (SB 32 calls for 2030 emissions to be 40
percent below 2020 levels).

Conditions of Approval for Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Hotel Sonoma includes building to LEED standards. To ensure that the Project shall
complete the LEED application process and achieve LEED certification, conditions of approval
shall require that prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, LEED strategies used in the
Project shall be at a level sufficient to reduce overall annual energy demand of the Project by at
least 32 percent compared to a version of the Project that does not include these LEED
strategies. The Project, once designed, shall provide a revised emission estimate that factors in
the GHG emissions reductions associated with the selected LEED measures. If necessary, to
demonstrate that GHG emissions are consistent with the State’s legislative mandate for 2030,
the Project shall implement additional reduction strategies, which may include the use of
verifiable offsets, and a monitoring mechanism consistent with recommendations of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.5 for GHG reduction programs. The City will require that the Project
comply with applicable GHG reduction strategies necessary to demonstrate GHG emissions
that would be consistent with the State’s emission targets for 2030.

With the design features, location, and mitigation included as a part of the Project Description
and EIR, and the conditions of approval, the Project’s emissions will be consistent with State
guidance on GHG emissions reductions. The City has demonstrated that the Project will be
consistent with the State legislative framework that, in California, has been established for
assessing the cumulative significance of GHG emissions impacts.

When considered together, the 2016 Draft EIR, the revised Draft EIR, and this Final EIR provide
detailed analyses related to the Project’s environmental setting, applicable regulatory context,
and potential impacts on the environment, which are based on substantial evidence, including
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15384). The 2016 Draft EIR, the revised Draft EIR, and this Final
EIR together provide an adequate, complete, and good-faith effort at full disclosure of the
physical environmental impacts, and the conclusions are based on substantial evidence in light
of the whole record (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). The combination of the 2016 Draft EIR,
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the revised Draft EIR, and this Final EIR provide a thorough and accurate analysis of the
potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126).

Master Response 3 – Tourist Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Commenters stated that the EIR does not provide a quantified estimate of GHG emission
associated with future hotel guests traveling by air. It should be noted that the newly adopted
CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3 (Determining Significance of Transportation Impacts) defines
‘vehicle miles traveled’ as the “amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to the
project.”

The Project would be part of the area’s already strong attraction and recognition as a primary
visitor destination, but would not, itself generate a substantial amount of tourism or long-
distance travel. This part of California has long been a destination for travel and the presence of
this hotel is not an appreciable factor in the amount of tourism in the region, the origin of
travelers, or the mode of their travel in reaching the proposed Project site. A typical hotel of the
size of the proposed Project would employ approximately 56 people, compared to a total of
22,686 travel-related employees in Sonoma County (ITE 2003, GO-Biz 2018). The Project
would add lodging to the county after three hotels were destroyed in recent wildfires (Sonoma
County Economic Development Board 2018). The Project proposes 62 rooms, or less than 0.9
percent of an estimated total of 7,100 hotel rooms in the County (Press Democrat 2018).

The specific routes and modes of travel to the hotel for future hotel guests are unknown and the
City cannot dictate the mode or route of travel to the future Project site. Airlines use pricing and
scheduling strategies to increase revenue, which has an effect on the number of passengers
per airplane (United States General Accounting Office 2001). This, in turn, effects how much of
one flight’s emissions would be attributable to the future Project if, for example, a single
individual from one flight has a reservation at the future hotel. Overall, travel demand fluctuates
with economic growth and contractions (Federal Highway Administration 2012). Economic
activity relates to the amount of air travel in complex ways and the influence of future economic
changes on air travel is unknown (International Center for Air Transportation, FAA 2005).
Aircraft emissions of water vapor can create contrails, which have “complex regional and
temporal net radiative forcing effects that currently have a low level of scientific certainty” (U.S.
EPA 2018, IPCC 2013). According to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), aircraft fuel
efficiency has historically improved by about one percent per year, and while this trend is
anticipated to continue into the future, the precise efficiency improvements are not currently
known (FAA 2005). There are other uncertainties that make it impossible to precisely quantify
the emissions that may be associated with air travel of future guests of the proposed Project. In
addition, while it is not typical to include estimates of emissions related to air travel for a
development project, the level of emissions would depend on whether this analysis is limited to
the flight itself, or whether to include emissions associated with ground support equipment,
travel to the airport, travel back home from the airport, energy-related emissions at each airport,
emissions associated with shuttles within the airport, or other sources are included.

If all 62 rooms are 78 percent occupied, each reservation is an average of three days, and each
room has an average of two people, this would mean that a total of 15,087 people per year
would stay at the proposed hotel. The assumption of 78 percent occupancy is a conservative
assumption, since overall occupancy rates are approximately 75 percent (Sonoma County
Economic Development Board 2018). Assuming 32.5 percent of visitors fly, 90 percent of flights
are domestic flights, the average international flight is 3,364 miles, and of the domestic flights,
50 percent are 400 miles in length, 25 percent are 3,000 miles, and 25 percent are 1,500,



H O T E L  P R O J E C T  S O N O M A  R E V I S E D  F I N A L  E I R
C I T Y  O F  S O N O M A

November 2019 4-21

emissions associated with this travel is would be approximately 834 MT CO2e per year using Air
Resources Board Regional Targets Advisory Committee methodology regarding total mileage.
This analysis uses U.S. EPA emissions factors per passenger mile (U.S. EPA 2018). As noted,
these emissions are associated with existing and future tourism associated with activities and
destinations in the county and are not attributable to the project. This information is presented
for disclosure purposes only.

In 2016, the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) decided to implement a carbon
offset, whereby additional GHG emissions from global aviation after 2020 will be compensated
by abatement activities in other sectors (ICAO 2016). For international travel, in the European
Economic Area (EEA), the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme covers flights that both
take-off and land within the EEA (European Commission).

According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers, a typical hotel of the size of the proposed
Project would employ approximately 56 people. Assuming typical trip rates, if every one of these
employees drove alone to work, this would still leave 406 trips per day in the analysis that is
attributable to guest travel. If every employee drove alone to work and also drove to and from a
lunch break, this would leave 294 trips per day (and associated VMT) that is related to guest
travel.

The updated GHG analysis presented in this Final EIR uses surveys of other hotels in the
County to create emissions estimates for employee travel, as well as the travel of guests. The
focus is on direct emissions (occurring at the Project site) and reasonably foreseeable indirect
emissions related to the Project. Tourism to the wine country is not caused by this Project, and
the Project does not induce air travel. There is no evidence that a new hotel would actually
increase air travel as vacationers are simply choosing where to go, not whether or not to
vacation. Building a hotel at this location, proximate to the Plaza would simply give travelers an
additional option to stay in Sonoma. It will not likely influence traveler’s decision to come to the
wine country. Further, some patrons will stay on business and some to visit family not
associated with tourism. Again, as stated previously, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3
(Determining Significance of Transportation Impacts) defines ‘vehicle miles traveled’ as the
“amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to the project.”

This additional information is for informational purposes, but not an impact of the Project.
Impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Master Response 4 – Pedestrian Bulb-Outs at West Napa Street/First Street
West

The revised Draft EIR addressed the impact of pedestrian movements at the intersection of
West Napa Street and First Street West and how those movements effect traffic. It was noted
that the accepted methodology for assessing traffic impacts pursuant to the Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) is to use the two-way stop method at that intersection.

To more accurately assess the actual conditions, the traffic model was run on the assumption
the intersection was an all-way stop, not just two-way. This was chosen because traffic was
observed to stop to allow pedestrians to cross, causing greater delay than reflected in the
model. This is a conservative approach as not all traffic will stop for pedestrians, but the model
assumes 100% of traffic would stop.
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In addition, the model was run by assuming increased traffic volumes through the use of the
Peak Hour Factor (PHF). Application of this factor increased the traffic volumes to reflect the
conflicts associated with pedestrians, which is a conservative assumption.

As determined in the revised Draft EIR, using this methodology, the level of service, both
existing and with the Project at West Napa Street/First Street West operated at an acceptable
level. Specifically, it was determined that the added delay from Project traffic is predicted to be
1.8 seconds during the PM Peak and 2.1 seconds during the Midday Peak.

While the Project will add pedestrian traffic, the Project’s contribution is expected to be minimal.
Pedestrians traffic will occur with or without the Project. There is no known model or standard of
significance for adding pedestrians. It is impossible to meaningfully predict the numbers, timing
or pathways generated by the Project. It is equally impossible to assess what, if any percentage
of the pedestrian movement would be new. It is likely that some percentage of hotel guest would
have otherwise visited the Sonoma area including the Plaza by car and become pedestrians
after parking. By including two conservative assumptions in the traffic analysis (all-way stop and
peak High Volume) the methodology accounted for both increased Project traffic and
pedestrians.

Improvements have been identified by the City of Sonoma in the Systemic Safety Analysis
Report (SSAR, March 2019) 9 which identified measures to improve safety in the City of
Sonoma and nearby areas in unincorporated Sonoma County. Improvements identified for First
Street West/West Napa Street include bulb-outs to reduce pedestrian length within the travel
lane, restricting left turns from north bound and south bound vehicles and installing signs to
enhance safety such as “Through Traffic Does Not Stop” and “Right Turn Only” Signs. Page 42
of the report recommends that the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) funding be programed in
the next five years to undertake preliminary design to improve safety and operations at Sonoma
Highway (SR 12)/West Napa Street. The measure recommends installing raised directional
medians that would restrict vehicles from turning left.

The Project will provide its fair share contribution to this improvement which is estimated to be
approximately $6,238.

As shown in Figure 4.10-7 (updated) below, with the preliminary layout there is sufficient width
to provide bike lanes while maintaining the number of travel lanes that currently exist. Similarly,
the adequacy of the design to accommodate trucks, as well as maintaining access for trucks
and emergency vehicles has been preliminarily assessed, as indicated in Figures 4.10-7a and
Figure 4.10-7b. These considerations will need to be included when the formal design for the
improvements is prepared, and the design will be modified as necessary, to ensure adequate
access, after which it must be reviewed and approved by Caltrans. Such improvements are not,
however, generally subject to the review and approval of residents, though they may be subject
to a CEQA evaluation, typically consisting of an Initial Study checklist, if the project is not
deemed categorically exempt.

A comment requests installation of temporary bulb-outs to measure the proposal. Caltrans does
not generally allow temporary devices to be installed in State right-of-way.

9 Systemic Safety Analysis Report (SSAR) March 8, 2019.
(https://storage.googleapis.com/proudcity/sonomaca/uploads/2019/05/City-of-Sonoma-Systemic-Safety-Analysis-
Report-Amended-Final-Report.pdf)
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While bulb-outs are often used as a “traffic calming” measure, that is not their purpose in this
instance. Traffic is already traveling slowly; the bulb-outs are instead intended to reduce the
crossing distance for pedestrians, thereby reducing pedestrian exposure to traffic and reducing
the time it takes to cross the travel way, thereby increasing the time available to vehicular traffic
to move through the intersection.
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Figure 4.10-7 Conceptual Intersection Improvements – First Street West/West Napa Street
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Figure 4.10-7a Commercial Truck Access
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Figure 4.10-7b Firetruck Access
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Master Response 5 – Deliveries on First Street West

The Project is the redevelopment of a site that has had deliveries in the past. The use of First
Street West for delivery purposes is expected to change little from what is occurring today with
deliveries being made to existing businesses on the block of First Street West south of West
Napa Street. It is common for commercial businesses to receive deliveries from trucks parked
on the adjacent street, and as these deliveries typically occur during the morning hours, before
most businesses are open, they take advantage of the excess parking capacity available at that
time of day. According to the Project Applicant, only one of their vendors delivers in a tractor/
trailer rig; the remainder use small box trucks or vans. It is reasonable to accommodate a single
delivery per week by a large tractor/trailer rig on the adjacent public street. Page 4.10-27, last
paragraph of the Hotel Project Sonoma revised Draft EIR, indicates that many of the deliveries
for the restaurant will be shared with the adjacent Red Grape Restaurant, which would minimize
impacts. On-site loading docks are more commonly found at uses such as a grocery store
where they receive multiple big-rig deliveries nearly every day. As indicated on page 5-56, of the
October 2016 Hotel Project Final EIR, the Project Applicant has offered the following to reduce
delivery issues:

· Limiting deliveries on First Street West to before 10 a.m.
· Prohibiting full size buses from passenger pick up or drop off at the hotel auto court,
· Prohibiting idling in hotel driveways
· Requiring exiting traffic to use the First Street West exit during peak hours

Text on Page 3-13 of the Hotel Project Sonoma revised Draft EIR, has been amended to
include these measures in the Project Description. With these measures, delivery impacts would
be less than significant.

A review of current traffic volumes on First Street West indicate that the street is not, as
indicated by one commenter, approaching capacity. Recent analysis of the intersection of First
Street West/West MacArthur Street in the Traffic Impact Study for the 853 Fourth Street West
Project, W-Trans, June 15, 2018, showed that intersection as operating at LOS B, which is well
above the City’s LOS D threshold. As intersections are the conflict points and therefore
generally exhibit worse operation than the adjacent street segments, it is reasonable to
conclude that there is adequate capacity on First Street West to accommodate the nominal
volume of delivery traffic associated with the Project.

Based on the volumes used for the recent traffic analysis, as well as the Draft EIR analysis, the
segment of First Street West between West Napa Street and West MacArthur Street carries
approximately 1,200 vehicles per day, including about 115 vehicles in both directions during the
p.m. peak hour. The Project would be responsible for 52 daily trips on this segment, some of
which already occur due to existing businesses that will be eliminated with the Project.
However, even if all 52 daily trips were new trips, the roadway would have a volume of
approximately 1,250 daily trips, which is well below the industry-standard of 2,000 trips per day
at which the residential character of a street begins to break down. It is further noted that most
of the proposed delivery trucks will be the same size as those used by FedEx, UPS and other
delivery systems that frequently travel along the roadway, often stopping to make deliveries to
businesses and homes along the way.
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While First Street West is classified as a local street, as noted by one commenter, and such
streets are typically residential in nature, not all local streets are residential. Spain Street and
First Street East, which border the Plaza and are clearly commercial in nature, are also
classified as local streets. The activity on First Street East wherein local businesses receive
deliveries is entirely consistent with their planned use and is also consistent with current uses by
existing residents and businesses who receive deliveries to their homes and offices.

Master Response 6 – Off-Site Parking and Pedestrian Activity

While it is, as noted in one of the comments, legal for pedestrians to cross Highway 12 at any
point along the Project’s frontage, all employees would be specifically directed to cross in the
crosswalk at First Street West and could be subject to discipline if observed doing otherwise.
There is no evidence that pedestrians would have a greater exposure of being hit if crossing
mid-block, however. In fact, because they would not have the right-of-way at such a location,
most pedestrians are more cautious than they would be at a marked crosswalk.

It is anticipated that the off-site parking would generally be for the use of employees. It was not
proposed to offset queuing on West Napa Street; it was proposed to ensure that the Project
would have an adequate supply of parking. Hotel guests would park on-site while checking in
and getting their luggage to their rooms; guests would not need to cross the street with their
luggage in tow. As discussed in Master Response 5, the purpose of the bulb-outs is to reduce
the pedestrian crossing distance, thereby improving safety for pedestrians and increasing
capacity for vehicular traffic. These two outcomes address both the operational impacts of the
Project as well as the increase in pedestrian traffic.

As proposed, no restrictions would be placed on westbound traffic; drivers could turn left into the
off-site parking lot. As indicated in the output for this parking lot, a left-turn pocket is not
warranted under Future plus Project volumes, even assuming the same level of turns as were
evaluated at the Project site. Since this parking lot would be used less than the on-site parking,
application of the same turning percentages for the Project is conservative.

Since circulation of the revised Draft EIR, a City of Sonoma Systemic Safety Traffic Analysis
Report, dated March 8, 2019 was prepared by W-Trans and can be found online at:

https://storage.googleapis.com/proudcity/sonomaca/uploads/2019/05/City-of-Sonoma-Systemic-
Safety-Analysis-Report-Amended-Final-Report.pdf)

The purpose of the report was to examine safety issues citywide and to provide
recommendations for improvements and associated costs. Improvements identified on Page 34
of the report have been identified in the vicinity of the Project including:

First Street West/West Napa Street

According to the Systemic Safety Plan, safety at the intersection could be improved by
implementing directional median openings to restrict left turn for northbound and southbound
vehicles. Additionally, installing “Through Traffic Does Not Stop” and “Right-turn Only” signs
could also enhance safety. These improvements could be installed at a cost of $36,000.

The revised Final EIR has been amended to indicate the Project would pay its fair share cost of
these improvements.



H O T E L  P R O J E C T  S O N O M A  R E V I S E D  F I N A L  E I R
C I T Y  O F  S O N O M A

November 2019 4-29

Master Response 7– EIR Alternatives

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project that would attain most of the project objectives but would avoid or
substantially less any of the significant effects of the Project. The significant impacts identified
as a result of project implementation include traffic generated by the project and sewer capacity.
All other impacts were determined to be less than significant.

A number of comments pertained to the adequacy of the evaluation of the alternatives in the
revised Draft EIR, particularly focusing on the Hotel/Residential (50%-50%) alternative, and the
Hotel/Residential (8 Residential Units) alternative. This Master Response addresses the
questions and issues raised in the public comments on both of these alternatives.

The undated City Council Resolution presented at the August 14, 2017 City Council meeting
(Appendix Q of the revised Draft EIR) included the following direction on the additional EIR
Alternatives:

D. Alternatives. Analysis of an expanded range of alternatives including, at a minimum,
the following:

1) An alternative in which approximately 50% of the proposed building area
(excluding the underground parking garage) is residential and 50% is
commercial.

2) An alternative in which a residential component of 8-12 units is added to the

Project.
3) An alternative in which the proposed restaurant is eliminated, and the number

of hotel rooms is reduced in a manner and an amount that clearly reduces the
environmental impacts of the Project in specified areas.

According to the Section 15126.6, of the 2018 CEQA Guidelines, “(a)n EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.”

In light of the City Council resolution, and Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the
evaluation of the project alternatives provided a direct comparison of the potential impacts of the
alternatives under all of the environmental topics included in the 2016 Draft EIR, and the revised
Draft EIR. As alternatives, the evaluation is primarily qualitative, based on assumptions about
impacts in light of the detailed impact analysis contained in the two Draft EIRs. The alternatives
analysis provides a summary of the impact conclusions in the two Draft EIRs and provides a
statement on the degree of impact of the alternative, compared to those of the project.

The Hotel/Residential (50%-50%) and the Hotel/Residential (8 Residential Units) alternatives
included sufficient information to inform readers of how the alternatives could be developed on
the Project site, on a conceptual level in order to foster “informed decision making and public
participation” in order to determine if they would avoid or lessen environmental impacts
compared to the Project. CEQA does not require that alternatives be evaluated at the same
level of detail as the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (d)).
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If a determination is made by the approving bodies, not to grant the residential waiver requested
by the Project Applicant, the Project Applicant would then determine whether to move forward
with a project that includes the residential units. At that point, the details of a hotel/residential
Project would be developed to the same level of detail as the Project under consideration in the
EIR, and the City would conduct additional review under CEQA, as part of the entitlement
process.
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RESPONSE TO INDVIDUAL COMMENTS

The following are individual responses. Each comment letter is found in its entirety, followed by
response to comments. The original comment letter has numbers in the margins which
correspond to the response.
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RESONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #1 FROM THE OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

Response to Comment 1-01

This comment acknowledges that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents and does provide comments on the adequacy
of the analysis included in the EIR. No response is required.
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RESONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #2 FROM CALTRANS

Response to Comment 2-01

This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and does not directly provide
comments on the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 2-02

The City of Sonoma hired Fehr and Peers, a recognized leader and subject matter expert in
VMT, to provide additional baseline VMT and quantifiable measures that could be implemented
in order to reduce Project trips below 15 percent. Table TRANS-2 has been added to the
revised Final EIR that identifies specific measures and the amount of reduction that could be
achieved. Telecommuting would be limited to management level employees, not service staff;
However, where applicable, the Project Applicant would encourage employees to utilize
telecommuting or alternative work schedules, thereby reducing the number of trips and VMT by
employees. Alternative work schedules could take the form of staggered starting times, flexible
schedules, or compressed work weeks. Through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) found in Appendix S, the City will require the Project Applicant to submit a
report outlining the measures to be implemented at the time of building permit.

Response to Comment 2-03

The Project would be responsible for paying its fair share toward curb extensions proposed in
Mitigation Measure TRANS-6A.

Page 4.10-32, Mitigation Measure TRANS-6A, of the revised Draft EIR is revised as
follows:

Mitigation Measure TRANS-6A: The following shall be implemented:

§ The Project shall pay its fair share of Improvements to the intersection of West Napa
Street/First Street West, identified by the City of Sonoma as part of the General Plan Update
process, and the Systemic Safety Report (March 2019) and which may include including
curb extensions, striping modifications, and enhanced signing /or other similar facilities,
should construct in conjunction with by the Project identified as approximately $6,238 at the
time of building permit.

With the improvements identified in Mitigation Measure TRANS-7, modified as indicated below,
the intersection of West Napa Street/Fifth Street West would be expected to operate at LOS D
or better during both peak hours evaluated and with or without Project trips added. It is noted
that while LOS E or F operation is projected at the intersections of West Napa Street with First
Street West and Broadway, because these intersections have been exempted from the City’s
LOS standard to maintain the character and integrity of the Plaza, no mitigation is required for
these intersections.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-7: The following shall be implemented:

§ Improvements identified by the City of Sonoma through the General Plan Circulation
Element Update process include a southbound right-turn lane with a signal timing
modification to include an overlap between the southbound right turn (from 5th Street
West onto West Napa Street) and eastbound left turn (from West Napa Street onto 5th
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Street West) at the West Napa/5th Street West intersection. The Project’s equitable share 
towards these improvements, either through a proportional share fee of 1.1 percent of 
the $338,000 estimated cost identified in the City’s Systemic Safety Analysis Final 
Amended Report, Appendix E, or City fees, shall be collected at the time of building 
permit.

Page 4.10-36, Table 4.10-11, is revised as follows:

Response to Comments 2-04

The requirement for the developer to grant 25 parking spaces on the Bank of Marin lot is
proposed as part of the Project and discussed on page 3-13 of the revised Draft EIR. See
Master Response 1 – VMT Analysis regarding VMT reduction measures associated with the
Project.

Response to Comments 2-05

This comment asks whether restaurant trips were considered and to analyze impacts to State
Route 12, and demonstrate that proposed mitigation measures are effective. The restaurant
trips are considered as part of the Hotel land use. As noted on page 4.10-18 of the EIR, Hotels,
as defined in the Trip Generation Manual, generally include restaurants, cocktail lounges,
meeting or banquet facilities and other retail or service shops. While it is generally reasonable to
anticipate that trips associated with the restaurant would be accounted for in the hotel trip rates,
an additional analysis was performed using the trip generation for the hotel plus trips associated
with an 80-seat restaurant. Based on Land Use #931, an 80-seat restaurant would be expected
to generate 22 trips during the p.m. peak hour, including 15 inbound and 7 outbound. Though at
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least a portion of these trips would be associated with Hotel guests, no deductions were taken
for such internally-captured trips. Therefore, the traffic analysis took a conservative approach.

Construction impacts activities typically generate a nominal number of trips during the morning
peak hour, which is not as critical as either the evening or weekend peak hour, when no
construction-related trips would be anticipated. Because these activities occur off-peak, and
construction activity is sufficiently common that trips to other job-siteswould be experienced on a
routine basis, it is reasonable to anticipate that their impact on State Route 12 would be less-
than-significant. Copies of the calculations are attached in Appendix R.

Table 4.10-8A is added:

TABLE 4.10-8A

SUMMARY OF PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULAITONS
FOR PROJECT AND PROJECT WITH RESTAURANT CONSIDERED SEPARTELY

Existing Plus Project
Conditions

Existing Plus Project Plus
Restaurant Conditions

Study Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS
1. W Spain

St/First St W
23.3 C 23.5 C

2. W Napa
St/Fifth St W

30.2 C 30.3 C

3. W Napa
St/Second St
W

27.1 C 27.1 C

4. W Napa
St/first St W
Northbound
Approach
Southbound
Approach

28.4

11.5

11.8

D

B

B

31.7

11.8

12.1

D

B

B
5. Napa

St/Broadway
27.9 D 29.1 D

6. E Napa
St/First St E

13.6 B 13.8 B

The Project would not result in a significant change in level of service on Caltrans facilities and
all intersections would operate at an acceptable level of service of “D” or better. Temporary
construction impacts were taken into consideration and determined to not be significant.

Response to Comments 2-06

This comment requests a VMT analysis pursuant to the Office of Planning and Research’s Draft
Guidelines. It should be noted that OPR does not have guidelines for hotel use VMT analysis.
Nonetheless, please refer to Master Response 1 – VMT Analysis. As indicated in the response,
a more detailed menu of VMT reduction measures has been added that provides quantifiable
targets to reduce VMT by 15% or greater. The Project Applicant will be required to verify the
measures prior to occupancy and confirm on an annual basis for the first three years that the
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measures are effective. The City will ensure that the measures are implemented. A map of the
Project location and its relationship to SR 12 is provided in Figure 4.10-1 (page 4.10-6), transit
facilities are indicted in Figure 4.10-2 (page 4.10-10), bicycle facilities are shown on Figure 4.10-
3 (page 4.10-12), safety issues are addressed in TRANS-4 starting on page 4.10-23 and
impacts on pedestrians, bicyclists and transit are addressed in TRANS-6 starting on page 4.10-
29 of the revised Draft EIR.

Response to Comments 2-07

The comment encourages the City to establish a Transportation Management Association
(TMA). This comment is noted.

The comment goes on to provide information on Transportation Demand Management
Measures (TDM). Please refer to Master Response 1 – VMT Analysis. As indicated in the
response, a more detailed menu of VMT reduction measures has been added that provides
quantifiable targets to reduce VMT by 15% or greater. The Project Applicant will be required to
verify the measures at the time the Project is operational. The City will ensure that the measures
are implemented.

Response to Comments 2-08

The comment sates that the Project should be conditioned to ensure connections to planned
and existing bike lanes and multi-use trails to facilitate walking and biking to the Project site.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-6A will be included as a Condition of Approval to
support implementation of planned future facilities and represent a financial contribution by the
Project Applicant to the completion of all these future facilities that could be considered in lieu of
a fee. Sufficient width would remain on SR 12 (West Napa Street) to accommodate a bike lane
in the future.

Response to Comments 2-09

This comment asks that measures be funded to provide VMT reduction to reduce cumulative
impacts to regional transportation. See Master Response 1 – VMT Analysis regarding VMT
reduction measures. The Project is not expected to result in any additional costs for transit or
active transportation improvements beyond those identified in Mitigation Measures TRANS-6A
and 6B.

Response to Comments 2-10

This comment simply references that the City of Sonoma is responsible for mitigation. The City
of Sonoma will be responsible for ensuring the mitigation is implemented. Please refer to the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, found in the Appendix S of this document.

Response to Comments 2-11

Page. 3-16 of the Hotel Project Sonoma revised Draft EIR, Project Description has been
amended to acknowledge that an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans will be required.













H O T E L  P R O J E C T  S O N O M A  R E V I S E D  F I N A L  E I R
C I T Y  O F  S O N O M A

November 2019 4-37

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #3 FROM JERRY BERHAUT, ESQ, CALIFORNIA
RIVER WATCH

Response to Comment 3-01

This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and does not directly provide
comments on the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 3-02

Please refer to Master Response 2 – Greenhouse Gas Analysis and 3 - Tourist Greenhouse
Gas Analysis and Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 2016 Draft EIR for a
discussion of GHGs.

Response to Comment 3-03

This comment questions the greenhouse gas analysis conclusion. See Master Response 2 –
Greenhouse Gas Analysis and 3 - Tourist Greenhouse Gas Analysis above. This comment
refers to Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 2016 Draft EIR. This section was not
included in the revised Draft EIR, and the impact conclusions of Less than Significant, which
were based on specific thresholds established by the BAAQMD, remain valid. When considered
together, the Draft EIR, the revised Draft EIR, and this Final EIR provide detailed analyses of all
direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect GHG emissions associated with the Project.

The BAAQMD updated their CEQA Guidelines in May 2017 to reflect the latest decision on
CBIA v BAAQMD. As identified in the 2017 CEQA Guidelines cited by the commenter,
BAAQMD is still recommending use of the 1,100 MTCO2e bright line significance threshold to
determine whether or not a project has the potential to cumulatively contribute to significant
GHG emissions impacts. The bright-line screening threshold identifies a 90 percent market
capture rate for de minimus emissions in the Bay Area. It follows the approach first cited by the
California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) 2008 CEQA & Climate Change
White Paper.1 The market capture approach for identifying a screening threshold for
development projects that do not have the potential to cumulatively contribute to GHG
emissions impacts has been used across California (South Coast Air Quality Management
District = 3,000 MTCO2e, San Diego County = 900 MTCO2e, San Luis Obispo APCD = 1,150
MTCO2e, Sacramento Metro AQMD = 1,100 MTCO2e). While the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
are currently being updated, the brightline threshold used in the analysis is supported by
substantial evidence and reflects the lead agency’s independent determination that emissions
are less than cumulatively considerable; and therefore, less than significant.

__________________
1 California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA), 2008, January. CEQA &
Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject
to the California Environmental Quality Act, http://www.capcoa.org/wp-
content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf.

Response to Comment 3-04

This comment questions the amount of emissions attributable to the Project from travel.
Additional information has been included, see Master Response 2 - Greenhouse Analysis for
information on GHG emissions associated with the Project.



H O T E L  P R O J E C T  S O N O M A  R E V I S E D  F I N A L  E I R
C I T Y  O F  S O N O M A

November 2019 4-38

Response to Comment 3-05

This comment cites the Sonoma County Superior Court, California River Watch v. County of
Sonoma Et AL that overturned the Sonoma County Climate Action plan because of air travel
and greenhouse gas emissions regarding tourist travel and wine distribution. It should be noted
that an individual Hotel use is not a tourist destination nor a wine distribution facility. The Wine
Country is the tourist destination. The Hotel would simply provide lodging opportunities for those
that are choosing to visit the wine country.  Please refer to Response to the Master 2-
Greenhouse Gas Analysis above.

The Court’s decision is not directly related to the analysis of potential impacts of the Project. A
climate action plan includes analysis of both existing and future emissions, whereas the typical
CEQA impact analysis compares existing baseline conditions to conditions that would occur
with the construction and operation of an individual Project. When considered together, the Draft
EIR, the revised Draft EIR, and this Final EIR provide detailed analyses of all direct and
reasonably foreseeable indirect GHG emissions associated with the Project. It is also noted that
this EIR uses a regional approach to VMT and is not limited to County lines as was of concern
to the court.

Response to Comment 3-06

This comment states that local government have the ability to limit growth. This comment is
noted. GHG mitigation is included in the Project. The City will ensure that the mitigation is
implemented through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Response to Comment 3-07

This comment refers to the fact that mitigation must be definite and define so that their
effectiveness is ascertainable. Please see the Master Response 1 - VMT and Master Response
2 - Greenhouse Gas Analysis above. Quantifiable conditions of approval have been added
which will ensure the Project results in a less than significant impact. The City will ensure that
the mitigation is implemented through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Response to Comment 3-08

This comment is regarding Mitigation Measure TRANS-6A which it cites as being vague. This
measure is being amended to provide additional specifics. Please refer to Master Response 4 –
Pedestrian Bulb-Outs. Diagrams have been included to provide additional information. This
improvement has been identified by the City of Sonoma in the Systemic Safety Analysis Report
(SSAR) 10which identified measures to improve safety in the City of Sonoma and nearby areas
in unincorporated Sonoma County.  Improvements identified for First Street West/West Napa
Street include bulb-outs to reduce pedestrian length within the travel lane, restricting left turns
from north bound and south bound vehicles and installing signs to enhance safety such as
“Through Traffic Does Not Stop” and “Right Turn Only” Signs. The Project will provide its fair
share contribution to this improvement which is estimated to be approximately $6,238, to be
paid at the time of building permit.

10 Sytemic Safety Analysis Report (SSAR) March 8, 2019.
(https://storage.googleapis.com/proudcity/sonomaca/uploads/2019/05/City-of-Sonoma-Systemic-Safety-Analysis-
Report-Amended-Final-Report.pdf)


